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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Although most community colleges in the nation are 
organized within single districts, different forms of 
institutional structure have been in vogue at different 
times. Wattenbarger (1977, p. 8) reasoned that "the 
pressing requirements for additional facilities, coupled 
with the increasing awareness of broad educational needs in 
a community, caused a number of community colleges to locate 
programs (as well as individual courses) in both temporary 
and permanent facilities at more than one location in a 
district," thereby creating multi-unit structures. He also 
remarked that while these multi-location colleges or 
multi-college districts were evolving, two forces may be 
seen as instrumental in their development; the need to 
extend educational services to all persons within a defined 
geographical area, and the pressure to develop a single 
point of management responsibility for colleges and/or 
universities with similar roles. 
While describing the two basic kinds of 
multi-institution operations: the multi-campus . . . and the 
multi-college. Block (1970, p. 24) noted that "the patterns 
of multi-unit organization in community junior college 
districts are fairly varied and make classification 
difficult." 
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Types of Multi-Location Structures 
The terms multi-campus, multi-college, and multi-unit 
community college district are used quite often, and often 
interchangeably, but they are seldom defined. Most authors 
assume the reader understands the terminology, even though 
the terms are used to refer to very different types of 
structures. 
A multi-campus community college district is defined as 
a district operating two or more campuses within its 
district under one governing board with each campus having a 
separate site administrator. A multi-college community 
college district operates two or more individual 
comprehensive colleges within its district. The term 
multi-unit encompasses both multi-college and multi-campus 
organization. It refers to either type of multi-location 
community college (Santa Ana College, 1976, p. 3). 
A review of the terminology revealed that there were 
very few other definitions cited in the literature. 
Rossmeier's (1976, p. 78) characterization of a multi-unit 
organization refers to a community or technical college that 
occupies more than one site. Another accepted definition of 
a multi-unit community college system is that it must have a 
single governing board, a system president or chancellor, 
and two or more separate campuses having campus heads (Henry 
and Creswell, 1983, p. 115). 
3 
The first districts to create multi-unit community 
colleges were Chicago (1934) and Los Angeles (1945). Eight 
more institutions were in operation in 1964, and by 1968 the 
total number had reached forty (Rossmeier, 1976, p 77). 
In the early 1970s, the trend toward multi-unit college 
groupings accelerated (Cohen and Brawer, 1982, p. 96; 
Richard, Blocker, and Bender, 1972, p. 125). Henry and 
Creswell (1983, p. 115) predicted that the multi-unit 
community college system was rapidly becoming the most 
common organizational model for the administration of 
community college campuses. 
In Fall 1974, seventy-seven multi-unit college 
organizations with 212 campuses were enrolling more than 30 
percent of all students attending public community colleges 
(Rossmeier, 1976, p. 77). By 1980, there were sixty-six in 
twenty-two states (Kintzer, 1980). 
Today there are 12,221 regionally accredited community, 
technical, and junior colleges enrolling over six million 
college credit students. Nearly 50% of these students are 
attending campuses that belong to multi-unit systems. 
According to the most current enrollment data collected by 
the American Association of Community and Junior Colleges 
(AACJC), the largest institutions in fall 1989 by type are 
listed in Table 1 (Wisniewski, 1990, p. 1, 8). 
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Table 1. Largest multi-unit structures 
Enrollment 
Largest Multi-Campus Colleges 
1 Miami-Dade Community College (PL) 49,145 
2 Northern Virginia Community College (VA) 34,539 
3 Houston Community College (TX) 32,314 
4 St. Louis Community College (MO) 32,847 
5 Macomb County Community College (MI) 31,670 
6 Indiana Vocational Technical College (IN) 28,924 
7 College of DuPage (IL) 28,037 
8 Tarrant County Community College (TX) 27,559 
9 Oakland Community College (MI) 27,504 
10 Pima Community College (AZ) 26,747 
318,286 
Largest Multi-College Systems 
1 Los Angeles Community College District (CA) 111,626 
2 Maricopa County Community College District (AZ) 89,369 
3 City Colleges of Chicago (ID 78,096 
4 City University of New York (NY) 74,900 
5 Coastline Community College (CA) 55,628 
6 Dallas County Community College District (TX) 52,237 
7 Foothill-DeAnza Community College District (CA) 47,465 
8 Los Rios Community College District (CA) 46,810 
9 San Diego Community College District (CA) 39,751 
10 Contra Costa Community College (CA) 36,952 
632,834 
Efficiency and Effectiveness 
According to Rushing, (1980, p. 20) the one-college, 
multi-campus concept has proven to be effective in handling 
many problems facing community colleges. He asserts that 
the one-college posture gives added support and protection 
to departments and individual faculty members when they are 
subjected to external pressures. He continues: "the system 
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worked well . . . not only in effectiveness but in its 
adaptability to change. 
In their examination of forty-five colleges within 
multi-unit districts, Kintzer, Jensen, and Hansen (1969) 
concluded that: (1) highly centralized colleges were 
characterized by maximum efficiency, uniformity, and 
impartiality, but risks depersonalization and low morale; 
and that (2) decentralized multi-unit colleges encourage 
creativity and increase the relevance of programs, but can 
also cause duplication, communication gaps, and excessive 
competition. Jefferson (1986, p. 4) stated that the 
effectiveness of these systems is dependent on the existence 
of well-defined systematic planning and evaluation 
processes, one of the necessary conditions for an 
institution to respond effectively to changes in the 
environment in order to enhance its long-term health, 
vitality, and credibility of the institution within the 
context of institutional mission. 
Scope 
The 1960s and 1970s reflected a strong spirit of 
optimism for community colleges. During the late seventies 
and early eighties, however, community colleges entered a 
"less exuberant" phase of maturity, a period during which 
6 
the community college mission became the subject of 
considerable debate and concern (Cross, 1989, p. 209). 
In an 1981 article. Cross put forth the thesis that the 
late 1970s and early 1980s represented a plateau between two 
periods of high energy and a sense of mission in the 
community colleges. Old ideals that once sparked enthusiasm 
and the sense of common purpose in community colleges had 
receded, and new ideals had not yet emerged to take their 
place was her claim (p. 113). These statements reflected 
the picture that emerged from analysis of the 1979 national 
study data on community college goals, conducted by the 
Educational Testing Service (ETS), in a field test of the 
Community College Goals Inventory (CCGI). The instrument, 
described more fully in Chapter III, recorded reaction to 
statements related to institutional goals as they were 
perceived (as they saw them) and preferred (as they wished 
they could be). 
The CCGI was administered to local constituents—almost 
fifteen hundred faculty members, administrators, and 
trustees, three thousand full-time and part-time students, 
and a small community group of two hundred citizens—at 18 
geographically dispersed community colleges, ranging north 
and south from Maine to Florida and east to west from 
Massachusetts to California (p. 114). A selection of other 
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institutional goals studies and their findings are included 
in the literature review of this study. 
Statement of the Problem 
At present, the literature reveals that researchers and 
practicitioners have shown a keen interest in institutional 
goals studies. In fact, by December, 1989, 66 community, 
technical, and junior colleges in 29 states had participated 
in institutional goals studies since January, 1984 (see 
Appendix A). However, the vast majority of accessible 
studies have been devoted to single-campus institutions. 
Inherent in studies of this nature are limitations that 
affect the generalizability and utility of the results, 
because of their singular inclusion of specific type. 
Although numerous studies can be found that probe the 
theoretical and applied knowledge about levels and types of 
decision making in multi-unit colleges (e.g., Wygal and 
Owen, 1975; Rossmeier, 1976; Wattenbarger, 1977; Rushing, 
1980; Henry and Creswell, 1983; Wygal, 1985; Jefferson, 
1986). Least often does the literature provide distinctions 
and identification of analyses of goals studies concerning 
multi-unit community colleges. Consequently, little is 
known about the goals and priorities of multi-campus 
community colleges and/or systems. Therefore, the problem 
which was the subject of this study was to determine to what 
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extent multi-campus community colleges and their 
constituencies—faculty, students, administrators, and 
trustees—have congruent and/or dissonant perceptions of 
institutional goal priorities. 
Purpose of the Study and Rationale 
The purpose of this study was to examine the 
perceptions of existing and desired institutional goal 
priorities among the four campuses of the Des Moines Area 
Community College (DMACC), regarding the importance of goal 
statements from the CCGI. Additionally, the essential 
significance of the results will indicate the degree of 
similarities and differences both between and within key 
constituent groups—faculty, students, administrators, and 
trustees. 
College Overview 
The Des Moines Area Community College is a two-year 
multi-campus single-college, comprehensive in program and 
co-educational. With campuses in Ankeny, Boone, Carroll and 
downtown Des Moines, it is the largest of fifteen publicly 
supported community colleges in Iowa and is the fourth 
largest higher education institution in the State (DMACC 
Facts brochure). Enrollment at DMACC reached a record high 
during the 1990-1991 academic year ("DMACC Spring 
9 
Enrollment," 1990, p. 2M). For the first time, enrollment 
of credit students at DMACC topped the 10,000 mark. A total 
of 10,338 students were enrolled for fall semester classes 
(DMACC Alumni World, 1990, p. 1). While it is normal for 
spring term enrollment to be lower than that of fall term, a 
record total of 9,703 students were enrolled for credit 
classes for the spring terra (DMACC Bulletin, 1990a, p. 1). 
In addition to extensive course offerings on the four 
campuses, for spring semester, 1990, DMACC operated 77 
sections of credit courses in other locations throughout the 
college district. The sites included Ames (28 sections). 
West Des Moines Valley (10 sections), Urbandale (8 
sections), Newton (7 hours), a total of 17 sections in 
various Des Moines locations, and seven sections in four 
other locations in the district (DMACC Bulletin, 1990b, p. 
1 ) .  
Initial State Board approval for the College was 
granted on March 18, 1966 and designated as Merged Area XI 
(see Figure 1). The college district is based upon 
secondary school district boundaries, and includes all of 
the 61 local school districts in Audubon, Boone, Carroll, 
Dallas, Guthrie, Jasper, Madison, Marion, Polk, Story, and 
Warren Counties. It involves essentially all of the area of 
the above eleven counties plus minor portions of 12 other 
adjoining counties. The district encompasses 6,560 square 
10 
miles, which is approximately 11% of the land area of the 
state of Iowa. The first nine member publicly elected Board 
of Directors was organized on May 23, 1966 and the first 
students began classes in February, 1967. In 1968, the 
Board of Directors adopted Des Moines Area Community College 
as the official name of the institution. 
The Ankeny campus, located on a 320 acre site six miles 
north of Des Moines, held the first classes in that same 
year. Administrative and operational control of Boone 
Junior College was assumed in 1969. The Boone campus is 
located on a 23 acre site at the southeast edge of the city 
of Boone, forty-eight miles north of Des Moines, and twelve 
miles west of the city of Ames. The Carroll facility is 
located within the city limits of Carroll and was initiated 
in 1979. Urban Campus began operation in metropolitan Des 
Moines in 1972, and the present facility, located on a 6 
acre site, was constructed in 1980. 
Paul Lowery was the first superintendent/president of 
the College. He was succeeded by Dr. Joseph A. Borgen in 
1981 (DMACC College Catalog, 1990-1992). 
Research Questions 
The advantage of a multi-campus study is that it 
enables comparative interpretation of results. Comparisons 
among groupings could produce extremely useful insights 
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about the understanding and aspirations people have 
regarding institutional goals for their respective campuses. 
The first set of research objectives include questions 
1 through 4. Since these are descriptive objectives, no 
research hypothesis were stated. The second set of 
objectives focus on differences among subgroups of the 
population and are addressed in Chapter III. The questions 
guiding the study are: 
1. What is the rank order of perceived "is" and 
preferred "should be" goals for the total group 
of study respondents? 
2. What is the rank order of perceived "is" and 
preferred "should be" goals for each campus— 
Ankeny, Boone, Carroll, and Urban? 
3. What is the rank order of perceived "is" and 
preferred "should be" goals of each respondent 
group—faculty, students, administrators, and 
trustees? 
4. What is the rank order of perceived "is" and 
preferred "should be" goals of faculty at each 
campus and students at each campus? 
Assumptions 
A major assumption of this study was that validity and 
reliability of the survey instrument as established by ETS 
is accurate. It was also assumed that subjects would 
respond honestly to the survey items and that perceptions of 
each constituent group were adequately represented. 
Furthermore, this study was based on the assumption that 
responses from participants reflected their opinions, at the 
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time of the survey, and that perceptual data would bfe useful 
in ascertaining implications of the results. And finally, 
no attempt was made to determine the advantage or 
disadvantages of different types of organizational 
structure. 
Limitations 
Inherent in studies of this nature are limitations that 
affect the generalizability and utility of the results 
because of their singular inclusion of specific type. This 
research was confined to the study of one multi-campus, 
single-unit, comprehensive community college. The study 
surveyed only faculty members, students, administrators, and 
trustees, via a mailed instrument. Since the data in this 
study was self-reported by individuals, the accuracy of 
their perceptions may not have reflected actual 
organizational behavior. 
The resultant findings of the study were delimited to 
the ten outcome goals and the ten process goals from the 
CCGI as. developed by ETS. Rankings of the 20 goals by "is" 
and "should be" means do not indicate depth of goal 
priority. The words perceived and preferred are used 
interchangeably with "is" and "should be," existing and 
desired, are and ought to be, actual and ideal, etc. 
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The findings of the study represent the perceived 
reality and ideal beliefs of the participants at the time of 
the survey, only one point in time. The data may not be 
representative of any other time. Furthermore, the study 
was not part of a longitudinal design so it was limited to a 
short-term assessment of the campuses and the constituents. 
Definition of Terms 
For the purposes of this study, the following 
definitions apply: 
Administration - (all academic administrators, 
including department heads, student services 
administrators, business administrators, such as 
budgetary, planning, and legal personnel, chief campus 
officer - chancellor or president, as well as senior 
assistants to the president) full-time employees of 
community colleges who are assigned over 50 percent of 
the time as an administrator, director, division head, 
or other comparable responsibility level. 
Community College - a public-supported, two-year, 
post-secondary institution that offers associate 
degrees and other formal awards (below the 
baccalaureate level). Synonyms include; junior 
college, two-year college, community/junior college. 
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Community College Goals Inventory (CCGI) - an 
instrument designed to help two-year, post-secondary 
institutions define their institutional goals and 
establish priorities among those goals. 
Goal - a desired condition, either to be achieved or 
maintained; expected outputs and/or priorities. 
Institutional Goal - a desired state of affairs which 
the organization attempts to realize. 
"Is" Score - a ranking of the perceived importance of a 
goal in a score ranging from 1, "of no importance, or 
not applicable," to 5, "of extremely high importance." 
Outcome Goal - those ends to which an institution 
directs its energy, focuses itself, or a condition it 
tries to maintain; the collective activities of an 
institution as it attempts to carry out its various 
commitments; suggestive of ends and purposes. 
Process Goal - method or practice that defines and 
describes the process used to reach an outcome goal; 
the characteristic methods and styles that define the 
process by which the work of the college is carried 
forth. 
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"Should Be" Score - a ranking of the preferred 
importance of a goal in a score ranging from 1, "of no 
importance, or not applicable," to 5, "of extremely 
high importance." 
Organization of the Study 
This study is divided into five chapters, a reference 
and appendix section. Chapter I, the introduction, includes 
a description of multi-institution operations. Also 
included are the statement of the problem, purpose of the 
study, research questions, assumptions, limitations, 
definition of terms, and organization of the study. Chapter 
II presents summaries of pertinent research related to the 
topic. The literature review was completed in three parts; 
multi-campus, multi-college, and single-unit community 
college goals studies. Chapter III contains the methodology 
for this study. The population and survey instrument are 
described as well as data analysis procedures and 
techniques. Chapter IV provides analysis and interpretation 
of the data. Chapter V includes a summary of the research 
and recommendations for future studies. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Chapter II presents a review of selected literature 
related to the research topic. Computer searches of the 
Bibliographic Retrieval System (BRS) Mental Measurement 
Yearbook and ERIC data bases produced many of the literature 
sources. A manual search of Dissertataion Abstracts 
International furnished other citations. Bibliographies 
from primary references were also useful in identifying 
relevant literature. 
The literature search revealed a large volume of works 
which have utilized the CCGI (see Appendix A). However, few 
research efforts thus far have specifically addressed goal 
priorities at multi-campus community colleges. Therefore, 
the following citations of relevant research projects for 
this chapter are presented under various subheadings: 
multi-campus studies; state- and system-wide multi-college 
studies; and single-unit institutional goals studies. The 
entries are arranged in chronological order in each section. 
Multi-Campus Goals Studies 
An early interest in the perceptions of institutional 
goal priorities of multi-campus community colleges was cited 
by Creager in 1976. Data for this research were collected 
from 171 college-wide and campus administrators of the five 
multi-campus community colleges in the Virginia Community 
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College System (VCCS). Based upon the results of the data 
analysis, it was concluded that goal consonance existed 
between and among college and campus administrative groups. 
Since the current CCGI had not yet been developed, the 
survey instrument used for this study was one developed by 
the VCCS Task Force on Management by Objectives. Only two 
studies were identified which both explored institutional 
goals among multi-campus community colleges and utilized the 
CCGI. 
Northern Virginia Community College (NVCC) is composed 
of five campuses and each serves a specific geographical 
area (Rossmeier, 1976). Eight of twenty-one divisions at 
NVCC were used in the Douglas (1982) study. Eight division 
chairpersons rated their faculty on a six-point scale for 
both teaching effectiveness and overall contribution to the 
college (dependent variables), and all faculty in each 
division were asked to complete the CCGI (independent 
variables). Findings showed generally moderate to low 
contributions of faculty levels of agreement with community 
college, goals to explaining the variance in their ratings 
for teaching effectiveness and overall contributions to the 
college by their division chairpersons. 
Baldwin (1987) critically examined the perceived and 
preferred institutional goals of faculty, chief campus 
administrators, and non-university individuals at a single. 
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multi-campus institution, consisting of thirteen two year, 
liberal arts, transfer campuses. The findings suggest that 
a high level of agreement exists between faculty and 
administrators regarding perceived and preferred 
institutional priorities, and citizens with campus 
constituents regarding preferred priorities. 
Since so few studies of this nature have been addressed 
in the literature on multi-campus community colleges, the 
results cannot be generalized. But, it is also useful to 
examine other studies pertinent to this research. Reviews 
of related studies are presented in the remaining pages of 
this chapter. 
Multi-College Goals Studies 
Through the years, researchers have conducted 
multi-college goals surveys using the CCGI. Brief reviews 
of these studies are presented in this section. 
Research to describe and compare the perceptions of 
current and preferred organizational goals held by 
vocational-technical institute administrators and community 
college faculty was conducted by Anderson (1981). Data were 
obtained from 10 participating Minnesota institutions, 
selected from areas that both had an area 
vocational-technical institute and a community college. The 
CCGI and the Cooperative Goals Inventory were administered 
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to assess cooperative goals (i.e.. Cooperative Objectives, 
Cooperative Programs, Organizational Exchanges, 
Interorganizational Policies, and Environment Factors). 
Anderson's study found that institutional goals of 
vocational-technical institutes and community colleges were 
significantly different, while their cooperative goals were 
essentially the same. There was general agreement between 
administrators and faculty as well as metropolitan and 
nonmetropolitan educators on institutional and cooperative 
goals. Community college and vocational-technical educators 
agreed that Vocational/Technical Preparation, Assessibility, 
Lifelong Learning, and General Education were top ranking 
current goals and that Personal Development and 
Developmental/Remedial Preparation should be high ranking 
goals. 
The results of a study by Baldwin (1981) involving the 
faculty, students, and administrators at 15 disparate 
community colleges suggest that on a college-by-college 
basis, institutions differed from one another in generally 
fewer than 25 percent of the more than 90 possible 
comparisons for any given goal area. In sum, 
administrators, faculty, and students in the aggregate, held 
basically similar views of the current and preferred 
importance of most goals areas considered. Similarly, the 
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participating colleges placed comparable levels of current 
and preferred emphasis on each goal area. 
The purpose of the Robins (1981) study was to determine 
perceived and preferred goal differences among five groups 
of administrators representing public community colleges in 
Missouri. The study's results did not support important 
differences for the Instructional Services, Faculty, and 
Student Personnel Services goal categories. However, 
statistically significant differences were found to exist 
between faculty and college presidents, and faculty and 
instructional services administrators for the Business 
Services goal category. 
In the case of Washington state community colleges, the 
CCGI was used to obtain opinions from and to determine 
priorities for administrators, trustees. State Board members 
and staff, and members of selected legislative committees 
(Story, 1981). Analysis of the responses report a high 
degree of consensus among all the groups surveyed, with the 
exception of wide variances in the perceptions of actual and 
should be importance levels among the legislative responses. 
The purpose of Davis' (1983) study was to determine the 
existing and the preferred goals of small rural junior 
colleges in Mississippi as perceived by trustees, 
administrators, and faculty. Each of the three groups 
indicated significantly higher means for the preferred 
21 
importance than for the existing importance of all twenty 
goals in the CCGI. 
Maxwell (1984) examined the perceptions of goals by 
internal and external groups of four selected Washington 
community colleges. The findings supported a high degree of 
consensus among all constituency groups regarding the 
importance of General Education and Vocational/Technical 
Preparation. The study also found that remedial education 
had become more important to all but one of the groups 
studied. 
In Massachusetts, Torpey (1984) gathered empirical data 
to determine what part-time faculty perceived as the mission 
of the community college. The CCGI and a local instrument 
were used to report the degree of organizational 
identification and job satisfaction they experienced. 
Analysis of the data revealed that part-time faculty 
perceived the most important goals of the community college 
to be Vocational/Technical Preparation and General 
Education. In addition, the data indicated that most 
faculty members did not perceive the mission of the 
community college as being similar to the mission as it is 
stated in the literature. 
Coyan's (1985) study investigated goal consensus among 
administrators, full-time faculty, and full-time students at 
two-year institutions from four different states in the 
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North Central Accreditation Region (Kansas, Michigan', 
Missouri, and Iowa). Similar to past research by Cross 
(1981), this study yielded statistical differences between 
perceived and preferred responses in every goal area at each 
college. 
The administrators and board members within the North 
Carolina Community College System (NCCCS) were in complete 
agreement with the goals of the community college (Findt, 
1987). The findings of this study indicated that there was 
consensus among all groups concerning the highest and lowest 
current and preferred goals. A high degree of agreement was 
found concerning the goals Vocational/Technical Preparation, 
General Education, and Accountability as being highly 
important to all respondent groups. Humanism/Altruism, 
Social Criticism, and Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness were 
considered the least important goals. 
Research to investigate perceptions of Ministry of 
Education officials and junior college administrators 
regarding the existing and desired importance and rank 
ordering of junior college goals in the Republic of China in 
Taiwan was conducted by Chen (1987). Some factors were 
chosen and tested to determine whether they influenced 
respondents' perceptions. Significant discrepancies between 
the existing and desired importance of goals indicated that 
respondents strongly wanted the goals to receive more 
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attention. Factors such as age, level of education, years 
of service at junior colleges, years of service as junior 
college administrators, years of service in the present 
position at junior colleges, and years oE service in 
business and industry, significantly influenced the 
respondents perceptions regarding the existing but not the 
desired importance of many goals. 
The undertaking of Findt and Sullins (1990) sought to 
determine what goals were viewed as important and the extent 
to which agreement existed with respect to goal statements 
among state-level and local administrative personnel and 
board members of the comprehensive community colleges within 
the North Carolina Community College System. All respondent 
groups were in agreement on which goals were important 
currently for the system. The traditional goals of 
community college education Vocational/Technical 
Preparation, General Education, Accessibility, and 
Developmental/Remedial Preparation were chosen. 
The analysis of the data concerning preferred goals 
indicated that all respondent groups reached greater 
agreement on preferred goals than they did on current goals. 
Local college board members and state administrators 
differed most in their perceptions of the importance of the 
goal areas. Local college board members ranked the goals 
areas as the highest, while state administrators ranked them 
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the lowest. All four respondent groups surveyed in this 
study listed Social Criticism, Humanism/Altruism, and 
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness as the lowest ranking preferred 
goals for the system. 
Single-Unit Institutional Goals Studies 
The following studies cite some of the efforts of 
community colleges to determine whether goal congruence or 
goal dissonance existed with respect to perceived goal 
priority status among their constituent groups at 
single-unit institutions. 
In 1979, Greenfield Comrauity College (GCC), in 
Massachusetts, participated in a pilot test of the CCGI, in 
conjunction with the ETS and AACJC (DiCarlo). Data 
collected from 336 faculty, administrators, staff, advisory 
board members, and students to identify discrepancies in 
their perceptions of what "is" and what "should be" at GCC. 
The largest discrepancies between the "is" and "should be" 
goals were found in Faculty Staff Development and 
Humanism/Altruism. General Education, Intellectual 
Orientation, Vocational/Technical Preparation, and Personal 
Development were ranked as the highest "should be" goal 
priorities. Innovation, Social Criticism, and 
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness were ranked lowest. 
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Capoor (1980) used the CCGI to assess priorities 
assigned to institutional goals and to estimate priority 
changes required to reach intended outcomes at Middlesex 
County College in Edsen, New Jersey. Data for this study 
were obtained from the board of trustees, academic and 
nonacademic administrators, faculty, students, alumni, and 
community representatives. It was found that every 
constituent group desired a higher priority to be given to 
each of the goal areas than the priority being given to it. 
An additional statistical adjustment of the data permitted 
identification of goal areas that should receive reduced 
emphasis, and allowed rough estimates of the negative or 
positive change in the emphasis on different goal areas. 
The lack of change in emphasis needed in a goal area may be 
indicative of an institution's success in giving to that 
goal area, the right amount oE emphasis. Similarly, the 
change indicated in a goal area may indicate an 
institution's failure to give it the right amount of 
emphasis. Change in emphasis was desired in three of the 
ten outcome areas: Personal Development, Humanism/Altruism, 
and Developmental/Remedial Preparation. In the process goal 
areas, increased emphasis was indicated for four areas: 
Faculty/Staff Development, Intellectual Environment, 
Innovation, and College Community. 
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A study conducted by Vinson (1980) assessed the 
perceptions o£ and satisfaction with institutional goals of 
adult learners enrolled in the external degree program. 
College Without Walls, and conventional program students, at 
Sinclair Community College, in Dayton, Ohio. Based on the 
findings of the study, adult learner ratings of preferred 
importance were significantly higher than their ratings of 
present importance within both the external and conventional 
degree programs on each of the twenty goal areas. However, 
adult learners enrolled in the external degree program 
indicated relatively greater satisfaction with the present 
importance of Freedom, General Education, Intellectual 
Orientation, Intellectual Environment, and Personal 
Development. 
In an effort to establish priorities for long- and 
short-term planning, Arter (1981) administered the CCGI to 
faculty, administrators, community residents, trustees, and 
students at Palo Verde College (PVC), in Blyth, California. 
The survey results of "is" and "should be" rankings showed 
General Education to be number one on both lists. Social 
Criticism and Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness ranked 18th to 
20th on both lists. Vocational/Technical Preparation ranked 
fourth on the "is" and was second on the "should be" list. 
Lifelong Learning rated third on "is" and ranked eighth on 
the "should be" list. The study report also detailed 19 
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areas that received high discrepency ratings. PVC made 
plans, based upon these discrepancies, to make effective 
changes with a minimum of expense to offer better support 
services to students, to improve physical facilities, to 
improve registration and advising procedures, to offer a 
broader range of occupational programs, and to provide a 
more comprehensive food service. Proposed changes were 
included in a mini-master plan document executed by the 
Office of the President to set a timetable for action. 
Administrators, college board members, faculty, lay 
advisory members, and staff at Virginia Western Community 
College (VWCC), in Roanoke, participated in a CCGI study, 
also, for long-range planning (Houston, 1981). Results of 
the VWCC study, based on a 56% response rate indicated that 
the four highest discrepency values were all found in 
process goals which relate to internal camps objectives such 
as College Community, Intellectual Environment, 
Faculty/Staff Development, and Effective Management. Goal 
areas with the lowest discrepancy values were found in 
outcome or substantive goals which relate to such qualities 
as those that achieve specific educational objectives, i.e., 
graduating students, curriculum emphases, kinds of student 
services, etc. 
The CCGI's institutional goal-setting process has also 
been applied to community-based group programs for the 
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elderly (Jacobs, 1981). The sample was drawn from senior 
centers identified by the Tennesee State Office on Aging. 
Administrators/staff, board members, and participants, 
represented 52 centers. Perceptions of the three 
constituent groups were analyzed for differences in actual 
and desired senior center goals. Data from all respondent 
groups were analyzed and examined for differences in CCGI 
goal scores both between and within groups. Goals scores 
were also compared to existing data from community college 
respondents. The findings suggest there were no significant 
differences among actual and desired goals for senior center 
programs, and the priority rankings of desired goals by the 
three constituent groups indicated Personal Development, the 
Center Community, and Participant Services ranked higher 
than Education and Intellectual Growth and Development. 
Harrison and Rajasekhara (1984) conducted a study at 
Dundalk Community College (DCC), in Baltimore, to identify 
and prioritize basic campus goals. Responses from the 239 
administrators, faculty, students, community members, and 
business/industry representatives revealed the five CCGI 
goal areas identified as most important to DCC related to 
Vocational/Technical Preparation; General Education; 
Developmental/Remedial Preparation; College Community; and 
Intellectual Orientation. Five local goals perceived to be 
most important were concerned with providing well-prepared 
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workers to area employers; creating an environment to 
attract, retain, and motivate faculty and staff; working 
with area high schools; obtaining resources to support 
programs and activities; and evaluating faculty and staff 
regularly. 
The problem which was the subject of Harrison's (1985) 
study was to determine to what extent key groups at a 
community college in Baltimore County, Maryland had 
congruent perceptions on community college goals. Five 
individual constituent groups were surveyed; 
administrators, faculty, students, community, and 
business/industry. These five sub-groups studied were 
combined into internal (administrators, faculty and 
students) and external (community and business/industry) 
groups. The results showed that the major differences 
within the internal group was found in the outcome goals 
which represent the characteristics of graduating students. 
The external group had a high degree of congruency, showing 
87% agreement, differing only on the goal of 
Vocational/Technical Preparation programs than did the 
business/industry group. 
Summary of the Literature Review 
This chapter presented a summary of predominant 
research in the community college literature pertaining to 
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the CCGI. The literature review was completed in three 
parts: multi-campus, multi-college, and single-unit 
community college goals studies. 
An extensive review of community college goals studies 
showed that little information was found that addressed the 
first category, multi-campus community colleges. A 
significant body of research was available on multi-college 
goals studies, which comprised the second section of this 
chapter. Although the majority of CCGI research has tended 
to focus largely on single-unit institutions, it is clear 
from this literature review, that systematic analysis of 
community college goals has come to be a significant means 
for assessing the goals deemed unique and important to 
community colleges. 
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CHAPTER nr. %eSEARCH METHODS 
This study was undertaken to examine the perceptions of 
existing and desired institutional goal priorities chosen by 
the four campuses of DMACC. Additionally, interprepations 
of the results will indicate the degree of similarities and 
differences both between and among key constituency 
groups—faculty, students, administrators, and 
trustees—regarding the importance of goal statements from 
the CCGT. 
This chapter describes the procedures to select the 
sample, distribute and collect the instrument and the 
statistical procedures used to analyze the data. A brief 
description and history of the instrument are also noted. 
Population 
The sample under investigation consisted of 1,035 
subjects who were invited to participate in this study, 
during August, 1990. All 9 members of the Board of 
Trustees, 32 college-wide and campus administrators (see 
Figure 2), 219 faculty members, and 775 students who were 
enrolled at DMACC in both the spring and summer 1990 terms, 
provide the groupings of the various constituencies. 
The following breakdown of the target population is 
provided to illustrate the number of participants at each 
campus and in each group (Table 2). 
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Table 2. Constituent groups 
Location Constituent Group N 
1 Ankeny Campus: 1 Faculty members 157 
2 Students 561 
3 Administrators 29 
747 
2 Boone Campus: 1 Faculty members 25 
2 Students 103 
3 Administrators 1 
129 
3 Carroll Campus: 1 Faculty members 10 
2 Students 44 
3 Administrators 1 
55 
4 Urban Campus: 1 Faculty members 27 
2 Students 67 
3 Administrators 1 
95 
4 Trustees 9 
1,035 
Data Sources 
The study population was identified with the assistance 
of the manager of research, planning and reporting at DMACC. 
Approval was granted by the Human Subjects Committee for the 
survey to be used as proposed (Appendix B). Data were 
collected by means of a survey conducted by mail. Study 
participants received a packet containing the research 
instrument (Appendix C), a letter of transmittal from the 
chief executive officer (Appendix D), and a return envelope. 
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Fifteen days after the initial mailing, a postcard reminder 
(Appendix E) was sent out to encourage mail-back returns 
from nonrespondents. 
Data Collection and Processing 
The instrument of data collection used in this study 
was the Community College Goals Inventory (CCGI), 
copyrighted by the Educational Testing Service (ETS) in 
Princeton, New Jersey, in 1979. Developed in cooperation 
with the American Association of Community and Junior 
Colleges (AACJC) to meet the specific needs of community 
colleges more precisely than could be done with the previous 
ETS instrument, the CCGI has been widely used since its 
adaptation from the Institutional Goals Inventory (IGI), 
which is more appropriate for universities and larger 
colleges. ETS has also developed the Small College Goals 
Inventory (SCGI) for small, primarily residential, liberal 
arts colleges. The CCGI reflects the unique goals, 
concerns, and constituencies of community colleges and is 
particularly focused on academic or transfer programs. 
The format of these three inventories is the same, but 
the content and focus are different. Certainly these 
adaptations to type, mission, and size of institutions 
provide an opportunity to select the most appropriate 
instrument (Crain, 1983). 
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In 1971, as part of a comprehensive study of community 
colleges, Bushnell (1973) obtained goal ratings from 2,500 
faculty, 10,000 students, and 90 presidents as a national 
sample of 92 public and private two-year colleges. 
Twenty-six items from the preliminary IGI were used with a 
slightly modified response format. A preliminary form of 
the instrument was used in a small pilot research project in 
1978 and a major field test in January and February of 1979. 
The instrument allows for assurance of anonymity of 
responses and for the responses to be grouped by faculty 
members, students, adminstrators, governing/coordinating 
board members, advisory committee members, and community 
members, as well as other demographic data. This 11-page 
booklet, which combines goal statements and answer spaces, 
can be completed in approximately 45 minutes. The 
directions to the respondent are clear, concise, and easy to 
follow. 
Respondents are asked to rate their perceptions of 90 
goal statements listed on a five-point Likert-type rating 
scale ranging from 1, "of no importance, or not applicable" 
to 5, "of extremely high importance" on two dimensions, both 
as they exist at the college (how important each goal 
statement "is" at the present time) and as the respondents 
would like them to exist (how important each statement 
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"should be" for this institution). A copy of the survey 
instrument can be found in Appendix C. 
The main content of the inventory consists of a series 
of 90 statements of possible community college goals. 
Eighty of these statements, four per goal area, are related 
to the 20 goal areas and divided into two general 
categories. The remaining ten statements are miscellaneous, 
each reflecting a goal judged to be sufficiently important 
to warrant a single item (ETS, 1979). The first set of goal 
areas are conceived as outcome or substantive goals colleges 
may be seeking to achieve (i.e., qualities of graduating 
students, curriculum emphases, kinds of community services). -
The remaining ten are termed process goals which are 
conceived as internal campus objectives, relating, for 
example, to educational process and campus climate, which 
may facilitate achievement of the outcome goals (ETS, 1979). 
Peterson and Uhl (1971, p. 11) classify outcome goals as 
suggestive of ends and purposes; by process goals they refer 
to the characteristic methods and styles that define the 
process by which the work of the college is carried forth. 
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The 20 goal areas are listed below. Outcome goals are 
divided into the areas of: 
1 General Educaton 
2 Intellectual Orientation 
3 Lifelong Learning 
4 Developmental/Remedial Preparation 
5 Community Services 
6 Vocational/Technical Preparation 
7 Personal Development 
8 Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 
9 Humanism/Altruism 
10 Social Criticism 
Areas included as process goals are: 
1 Counseling and Advising 
2 Student Services 
3 Faculty/Staff Development 
4 Intellectual Environment 
5 Innovation 
6 College Community 
7 Freedom 
8 Accessibility 
9 Effective Management 
10 Accountability 
Descriptions and Statements of the 20 Goal Areas 
To facilitate understanding of the information that 
appears in the CCGI booklet, a brief definition of each goal 
area, together with the goal statements are given on the 
following pages. The statements are grouped together by 
goal area, rather than in the order they appear in the CCGI 
booklet. The numbers in parentheses are the numbers of the 
four goal statements that make up each goal area. 
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Outcome Goals 
General Education has to do with acquisition of general 
knowledge, achievement of some level of basic competencies, 
preparation of students for further, more advanced work, and 
the acquisition of skills and knowledge to live effectively 
in society. (1, 4, 6, 9) 
1. to ensure that students acquire a basic knowledge 
of communications, the humanities, social 
sciences, mathematics, and natural sciences... 
4. to ensure that students who graduate have achieved 
some level of reading, writing, and math 
competency... 
6. to provide a general academic background as 
preparation for further, more advanced or 
specialized work... 
9. to ensure that students acquire knowledge and 
skills that will enable them to live effectively 
in society... 
Intellectual Orientation relates to an attitude about 
learning and intellectual work. It means familiarity with 
research and problem solving methods, the desire and ability 
for self-directed learning, the ability to synthesize 
knowledge from many sources, and an openness to new ideas 
and ways of thinking. (2, 5, 7, 10) 
2. to teach students methods of inquiry in the 
community to pursue vocational, cultural, and 
social interests... 
5. to increase the desire academic background as 
preparation for further, more advanced or 
specialized work... 
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7. to develop students' ability to synthesize-
knowledge from a variety of sources... 
10. to instill in students a capacity for openness to 
new ideas and ways of thinking... 
Lifelong Learning means providing courses to community 
adults so they can pursue a variety of interest, instilling 
in students a commitment to a lifetime of learning, 
providing learning opportunities to adults of all ages, and 
awarding degree credit for knowledge and skills acquired in 
nonschool settings. (3, 8, 11, 13) 
3. to offer courses that enable adults in the 
community to pursue vocational, cultural, and 
social interests... 
8. to seek to instill in students a commitment to a 
lifetime of learning... 
11. to be committed as a college to providing learning 
opportunities to adults of all ages... 
13. to award degree credit for knowledge and skills 
acquired in nonschool settings... 
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness entails a heightened 
appreciaton of a variety of art forms, encouraging study in 
the humanities and art beyond requirements, exposure to 
non-Western art and literature, and encouragement of student 
participation in artistic activities. (14, 17, 20, 23) 
14. to increase students' sensitivity to and 
appreciation of various forms of art and artistic 
expression... 
17. to encourage students to elect courses in the 
humanities or arts beyond required course work... 
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20. to encourage students to express themselves 
artistically, such as in music, painting, and 
film-making... 
23. to acquaint students with forms of artistic or 
literary expression from non-Western cultures, such 
as African or Asian... 
Personal Development means identification by students 
of personal goals and the development of ways of achieveing 
them, enhancement of feelings of self-worth, 
self-confidence, and self-direction, and encouragement of 
open and honest relationships. (15, 18, 21, 24) 
15. to help students identify their personal goals and 
develop means of achieving them... 
18. to help students develop a sense of self-worth, 
self-confidence, and self-esteem... 
21. to help students achieve deeper levels of 
self-understanding... 
24. to help students to be open, honest, and trusting 
in their relationships with others... 
Humanism/Altruism reflects a respect for diverse 
cultures, a commitment to working for peace in the world, an 
understanding of the important moral issues of the time, and 
concern about the general welfare of the community. (16, 
19, 22, 25) 
16. to help students understand and assess the 
important moral issues of our time... 
19. to help students understand and respect people from 
diverse backgrounds and cultures... 
22. to encourage students to become committed to 
working for peace in the world... 
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25. to encourage students to have an active concern for 
the general welfare of their communities... 
Vocational/Technical Preparation means offering 
specific occupational curricula (such as accounting or aie 
conditioning and refrigeration), programs geared to emerging 
career fields, opportunities for upgrading or updating 
present job skills, and retraining for new careers or new 
job skills. (26, 30, 36, 38) 
26. to provide opportunities for students to prepare 
for specific vocational/technical careers, such as 
accounting, air conditioning and refrigeration, and 
nursing... 
30. to offer educational programs geared to new and 
emerging career fields... 
36. to provide opportunities for individuals to update 
or upgrade present job skills. 
38. to provide retraining opportunities for individuals 
who wish to qualify for new careers or acquire new 
jobs skills... 
Developmental/Remedial Preparation includes 
recognizing, assessing, and counseling students with basic 
skills needs, providing and cultural activities, and one in 
which students and faculty can easily interact informally, 
and a college that has a reputation in the community as an 
intellectually exciting place. (27, 31, 32, 41) 
27. to identify and assess basic skills levels and then 
counsel students relative to their needs... 
31. to ensure that students who complete developmental 
programs have achieved appropriate reading, 
writing, and mathematics competencies... 
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32. to offer alternative developmental (basic skills) 
programs that recognize different learning styles 
and rates... 
41. to evaluate continuously the effectiveness of basic 
skills instruction... 
Community Services is concerned with the college's 
relationship with the community: Encouraging community use 
of college resources (meeting rooms, computer facilities, 
faculty skills), conducting community forums on topical 
issues, promoting cooperation among diverse community 
organizations to improve availability of services, and 
working with local government agencies, industry, unions, 
and other groups on community problems. (28, 34, 35, 37) 
28. to make available to community groups college 
resources such as meeting rooms, computer 
facilities, and faculty problem-solving skills... 
34. to convene or conduct community forums on topical 
issues such as conservation of energy, crime 
prevention, and community renewal... 
35. to cooperate with diverse community organizations 
to improve the availability of educational services 
to area residents... 
37. to work with local government agencies, industries, 
unions, and other community groups on community 
problems... 
Social Criticism means providing critical evaluation of 
current values and practices, servicing as a source of ideas 
to change social institutions, servicing as a source of 
ideas to change social institutions, helping students learn 
how to bring about change in our institutions, and being 
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engaged, as an institution, in working for needed changes in 
our society. (29, 33, 39, 40) 
29. to provide critical evaluations of current values 
and practices in our society... 
33. to serve as a source of ideas and recommendations 
for changing social institutions... 
39. to help students learn how to bring about changes 
in our social, economic, or political 
institutions... 
40. to be engaged, as an institution, in working for 
basic changes in our society... 
Process Goals 
Counseling and Advising means providing career 
counseling services, personal counseling services, and 
academic advising services for students and providing a 
student job-placement service. (44, 47, 50, 51) 
44. to provide career counseling servides for 
students... 
47. to provide personal counseling services for 
students... 
50. to provide academic advising services for 
students... 
51. to operate a student job-placement service... 
Student Services means developing support services for 
students with special needs, providing comprehensive student 
activities program, providing comprehensive advice about 
financial aid sources, and making available health services 
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that offer health maintenance, preventive medicine, and 
referral services. (42, 45, 48, 52) 
42. to maintain support services for students with 
special needs, such as disadvantaged, or 
handicapped... 
45. to conduct a comprehensive student activities 
program consisting of social, cultural, and 
athletic activities... 
48. to provide comprehensive advice for students about 
financial aid sources... 
52. to operate a student health service that includes 
health maintenance, preventive medicine, and 
referral services... 
Faculty/Staff Development entails commitment of college 
resources to provide opportunities and activities for 
professional development of faculty and staff, appropriate 
faculty evaluation to improve teaching, and flexible leave 
and sabbatical opportunities for faculty and staff. (43, 
46, 49, 53) 
43. to commit college resources to faculty and staff 
development activities... 
46. to provide opportunities for professional 
development of faculty and staff through special 
seminars, workshops, or training programs... 
49. to evaluate faculty in an appropriate and 
reasonable manner in order to promote effective 
teaching... 
53. to provide flexible leave and sabbatical 
opportunities for faculty and staff for purposes of 
professional developement... 
Intellectual Environment means a rich program of 
cultural events, a college climate that encourages students 
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free-time involvement in intellectual development programs 
that recognize different learning styles and rates, assuring 
that students in developmental programs achieve appropriate 
levels of competence, and evaluating basic skills programs. 
(54, 57, 60, 63) 
54. to create a campus climate in which students spend 
much of their free time in intellectual and 
cultural activities... 
57. to create a climate in which students and faculty 
may easily come together for informal discussion of 
ideas and mutual interests... 
60. to sponsor each year a rich program of cultural 
events, such lectures, concerts, and art 
exhibits... 
63. to create an institution known in the community as 
an intellectually exciting and stimulating place... 
Innovation is defined as a climate in which continuous 
educational innovation is an accepted way of life. It means 
established procedures for readily initiating curricular or 
instructional innovations, and, more specifically, it means 
experimentation with new approaches to individualized 
instruction and to evaluating and grading student 
performance. (55, 58, 61, 64) 
55. to build a climate on the campus in which 
continuous educational innovation is accepted as an 
institutional way of life... 
58. to experiment with different methods of evaluating 
and grading student performance... 
61. to experiment with new approaches to individualized 
instruction such as tutorials, flexible scheduling, 
and students planning their own programs... 
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64. to create procedures by which curricular and 
instructional innovations may be readily 
initiated... 
College Community is defined as fostering a climate in 
which there is faculty and staff commitment to the goals of 
the college, open and candid communication, open and 
amicable airing of differences, and mutual trust and respect 
among faculty, students, and administrators. (56, 59, 62, 
65) 
56. to maintain a climate in which faculty commitment 
to the goals and well-being of the institution is 
as strong as commitment to professional careers... 
59. to maintain a climate in which communication 
throughout the organizational structure is open and 
candid... 
62. to maintain a climate at the college in which 
differences of opinion can be aired openly and 
amicably... 
65. to maintain a climate of mutual trust and respect 
among students, faculty, and administrators... 
Freedom has to do with protecting the right of faculty 
to present controversial ideas in the classroom, not 
preventing students from hearing controversial points of 
view, placing no restrictions on off-campus political 
activities by faculty or students, and ensuring faculty and 
students the freedom to choose their own life-styles. (66, 
69, 73, 76) 
66. to ensure that students are not prevented from 
hearing speakers presenting controversial points 
of view... 
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69. to ensure the freedom of students and faculty to 
choose their own life styles, such as living 
arrangements and personal appearance... 
73. to place no restrictions on off-campus political 
activities by faculty or students... 
76. to protect the right of faculty members to present 
unpopular or controversial ideas in the 
classroom... 
Accessibility means maintaining costs to students at a 
level that will not deny attendance because of financial 
need, offering programs that accommodate adults in the 
community, recruiting students who have been denied, have 
not valued, or have not been successful in formal education, 
and, with a policy of open admission, developing worthwhile 
educational experiences for all those admitted. (67, 70, 
74, 77) 
67. to set student tuition and fees at a level such 
that no one will be denied attendance because of 
financial need... 
70. to offer programs at off-campus locations and at 
times that accommodate adults in the community... 
74. to recruit students who in the past have been 
denied, have not valued, or have not been 
successful in formal education... 
77. to maintain or move to a policy of essentially open 
admissions, and then to develop worthwhile 
educational experiences for all who are admitted... 
Effective Management means involving those with 
appropriate expertise in making decisions, achieving general 
consensus regarding fundamental college goals, being 
organized for systematic short- and long-range planning, and 
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engaging in systematic evaluation of all college programs. 
(68, 72, 75, 78) 
68. to involve those with appropriate expertise in 
making important campus decisions... 
72. to achieve general consensus on the campus 
regarding fundamental college goals... 
75. to be organized for systematic short- and 
long-range planning for the whole institution... 
78. to engage in systematic evaluaton of all college 
programs... 
Accountability is defined to include consideration of 
benefits in relation to costs in deciding among alternative 
programs, concern for the efficiency of college operations, 
accountability to funding sources for program effectiveness, 
and regular provision of evidence that the college is 
meeting its stated goals. (79, 81, 83, 87) 
79. to consider benefits in relation to costs in 
deciding among alternative college programs... 
81. to provide regular evidence that the institution is 
actually achieving its stated goals... 
83. to monitor the efficiency with which college 
operations are conducted... 
87. to be accountable to funding sources for the 
effectiveness of college programs... 
Miscellaneous Goal Statements 
The remaining 10 statements (12, 71, 80, 84, 85, 86, 
88, 89, and 90) are not included in goal areas. But each 
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reflect a goal judged to be sufficiently important to 
warrant a single item (CCGI Summary Data Report, p. 4). 
12. to encourage students to learn about foreign 
cultures, for example, through study of a foreign 
language... 
71. to maintain or work to achieve a large degree of 
autonomy or independence in relation to 
governmental or other educational agencies... 
80. to include local citizens in planning college 
programs that will affect the local community... 
82. to interpret systematically the nature, purpose, 
and work of the college to local citizens... 
84. to provide educational experiences relevant to the 
interests of Blacks, Chicanos, Puerto Ricans, and 
Native Americans... 
85. to develop arrangements by which students, faculty, 
administrators, and trustees can be significally 
involved in college policy making... 
86. to seek to maintain high standards of academic 
performance throughout the institution... 
88. to excel in intercollegiate athletics... 
89. to provide educational experiences relevant to the 
interests of women... 
90. to serve as a cultural center in the community... 
Validity and Reliability 
Borg and Gall (1983), define validity as the degree to 
which a test measures what it purports to measure. In fact, 
the nature of the instrument and its planned use determines 
the type of validity studies that are most appropriate 
(Peterson and Uhl, 1977, p. 57). 
49 
Reliability, as applied to educational measurements, 
may be defined as the level of internal consistency or 
stability of the measuring device over time. The level of 
reliability is determined largely by the nature of the 
research in which the researcher plans to use the measure 
(Borg and Gall, 1983, p. 281). 
Designed to meet the specific needs of community 
colleges more precisely than could be done with previous ETS 
instruments, the CCGI reflects the unique concerns and 
constituencies of community colleges. It is used to help 
community and technical colleges define their educational 
goals, establish priorities among those goals, and give 
direction to their present and future planning. 
This study was based on an assumption that validity and 
reliability of the instrument is accurate. ETS has used 
coefficient alpha as a measure of internal consistency. 
Alpha reliability for the CCGI ranges from .62 to .87 for 
the goal areas (Findt and Sullins, 1990, p. 41). 
Data Analysis 
The data were analyzed by a two-level procedure, 
descriptive and inferential statistics. Scoring and a 
Summary Data Report of the completed CCGIs were obtained 
from the ETS reporting system for tabulating the decriptive 
research objectives—frequencies, means, standard 
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deviations, and discrepancies. The descriptive research 
required examination o£ the responses to each item on both 
the "is" and "should be" dimension, based on the total and 
subgroups o£ respondents. The following descriptive 
research questions were addressed: 
1. What is the rank order of perceived "is" and 
preferred "should be" goals for the total group 
of study respondents? 
2. What is the rank order of perceived "is" and 
preferred "should be" goals for each campus— 
Ankeny, Boone, Carroll, and Urban? 
A 9 track 1600 BPI magnetic raw data tape was also 
purchased from ETS for additional analysis beyond the 
subgroup breakdowns enabled by the standard scoring system. 
An SPSSx program on the Wylbur computer system at Iowa State 
University was used for this analysis. Additional 
descriptive questions were: 
3. What is the rank order of perceived "is" and 
preferred "should be" goals for each respondent 
group—faculty, students, administrators, and 
trustees? 
4. What is the rank order of perceived "is" and 
preferred "should be" goals for faculty at each 
campus and students at each campus? 
Since the first set of research questions, 1 through 4, 
were descriptive objectives no hypotheses were stated. The 
second set of research questions, 5 through 8, focused on 
differences among the subgroups of the population and, 
therefore, required inferential statistical procedures: a 
one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), including the group 
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t-test and reliability analysis. The subgroups—Ankeny, 
Boone, Carroll, Urban, and trustees—were the independent 
variables used to form the groups for observations, and the 
20 goal areas were the dependent variables. The one-way 
ANOVA and group t- tests were employed to determine the 
differences among the goal priorities of the subgroups and 
the statistical relationship between them, as they were 
perceived and preferred by faculty members, students, 
administrators, and trustees. (NOTE: The reliability test 
of the CCGI on the Wylbur computer system at Iowa State 
University resulted an 0.9785 alpha.) The second set of 
research questions were: 
5. Do significant differences exist between the 
perceived "is" or preferred "should be" 
perceptions of goals for each campus—Ankeny, 
Boone, Carroll, and Urban? 
6. Do significant differences exist in the rank 
order of perceived "is" or preferred "should 
be" perceptions of goals for each constituent 
group—faculty, students, administrators, and 
trustees? 
7. Do significant differences exist between the 
perceived "is" or preferred "should be" 
perceptions of goals for faculty at each campus 
and students at each campus? 
8. Do significant differences exist between the 
perceived "is" or preferred "should be" 
perceptions of goals for administrators and 
trustees? 
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Hypotheses 
The hypotheses related to the second set of research 
objectives follow: 
Hypothesis 1: There will be no significant 
difference between the perceived "is" or preferred 
"should be" responses to each goal area for the 
Ankeny, Boone, Carroll, or Urban campus. 
Hypothesis 2; There will be no common ranking 
of perceived "is" or preferred "should be" goals 
of faculty, students, administrators, or trustees. 
Hypothesis 3: There will be no significant 
difference between the perceived "is" or preferred 
"should be" responses to each goal for faculty and 
students each at the Ankeny, Boone, Carroll, and 
Urban campuses. 
Hypothesis 4: There will be no significant 
difference between the perceived "is" or preferred 
"should be" responses to each goal for 
administrators and trustees. 
Summary of the Research Methods 
This chapter reviewed the research design chosen for 
this study. The data sources and collection procedures were 
summarized. A brief description and history of the 
instrument were also noted. The research objectives were 
restated, with discussion of the corresponding data analysis 
techniques. Chapter IV presents the results of the data 
analysis for each set of research objectives, as well as the 
specific hypotheses. 
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CHAPTER IV. PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
The statistical analysis and findings presented in this 
chapter are based on data derived from administering the 
CCGI to four key constituency groups of the multi-campus, 
single-unit Des Moines Area Community College. The study 
sample consisted of 1,035 individual constituents (219 
faculty members, 775 students, 32 college-wide and campus 
administrators, and 9 members of the Board of Trustees). 
Study participants were sent the survey booklet, a cover 
letter, and a return envelope. Three hundred and twenty or 
31% of the sample responded. A postcard reminder, sent out 
fifteen days later, produced 29 (3%) additional completed 
survey booklets. The total mail-back return was thereby 
raised to 349 respondents or 34% of the sample, varied by 
campus and constituent group. The reader is reminded, 
however, that 66% of the study sample did not respond. It 
is very likely that most of the findings of this study could 
have been altered considerably if the nonresponding group 
had returned the inventory and had answered in a markedly 
different manner than those who did respond. A common 
sampling bias of this type is that nonrespondents tend to 
have acheived less academic success than respondents (Borg 
and Gall, 1983). 
One other caution is in order, the standard error of 
the mean. McCall (1936) defines the standard error of the 
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mean as an index of the extent to which means vary from one 
sample to another. For this study, the standard error the 
mean would tend to be larger because of the small group of 
six trustees who responded. 
Response distributions for the background information 
questions, in the CCGI, identify the subgroups for which 
results have been tabulated in Tables 3 through 12. To 
facilitate comprehension of the information, the number of 
respondents (N) in each subgroup along with the 
corresponding percentages (%) represent the total. 
Likewise, the "missing cases" figure is the percentage of 
the group that skipped the item. The response percentages 
plus the missing cases percentages total 100%, with rounding 
error. 
The actual number and percentage figures of respondents 
from each subgroup are presented in Table 3. Ankeny 
accounted for (228) 65% of the respondents. Responses from 
both Boone and Urban comprised (40) 11% each. Carroll 
provided an additional (33) 9%. Trustees, also included as 
a subgroup, produced (6) 2% of the survey data. The number 
of missing cases for the total were 2 or about 1%. Table 4 
provides a description of responses by constituent groups: 
107 faculty members (30%), 213 students (61%), 21 
administrators (6%), including the 6 trustees (2%) and 2 
missing cases (1%). 
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Table 3. Subgroups 
N % 
1 Ankeny Campus 228 65 
2 Boone Campus 40 11 
3 Carroll Campus 33 9 
4 Urban Campus 40 11 
5 Trustees 5 2 
6 Missing Cases 2 1 
349 100 
Table 4. Constituent groups 
N % 
1 Faculty members 107 30 
2 Students 213 61 
3 Administrators (college-wide) 21 6 
4 Trustees 6 2 
5 Missing Cases 2 1 
349 100 
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Tables 5 and 6 detail the actual number and percentage 
of responses for faculty and students. Faculty responding 
from each campus were: Ankeny 72 (67%), Boone 10 (9%), 
Carroll 8 (8%), and Urban 17 (16%). Student responses were: 
134 from Ankeny, 30 from Boone, 24 from Carroll, 23 from 
Urban, plus 2 missing cases. 
Table 5. Faculty members - by campus 
N % 
1 Ankeny Campus 72 67 
2 Boone Campus 10 9 
3 Carroll Campus 8 8 
4 Urban Campus 17 16 
107 100 
Table 6. Student respondents - by campus 
N % 
1 Ankeny Campus 134 63 
2 Boone Campus 30 14 
3 Carroll Campus 24 11 
4 Urban Campus 23 11 
5 Missing Cases 2 1 
213 100 
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Data relative to the ages oC the respondents are 
contained in Tables 7 and 8. It is interesting to note that 
a combined 61% are between the ages oE 30 to 49, as noted in 
Table 7. This is in keeping with current demographic data 
which suggests that when all are counted (credit and 
non-credit), the average age oE students attending community 
colleges is over 30 (Building Communities, 1988, p. 10). 
Table 7. Age - all respondents 
Age Range N % 
1 Under 20 2 1 
2 20 to 29 71 20 
3 30 to 39 104 30 
4 40 to 49 107 31 
5 50 to 59 44 13 
5 60 or over 11 3 
7 Missing Cases 10 
349 
2 
100 
Table 8 graphically depicts Carroll (52%) and Urban 
(43%) as having the larger percentages of campus respondents 
whose ages fall within the 30 to 49 range. 
53 
Table 8. Respondents age - % by campus/trustees 
Age Range Ankeny Boone Carroll Urban Trustee 
1 Under 20 1 0 0 0 0 
2 20 to 29 24 23 9 13 0 
3 30 to 39 26 35 52 27 17 
4 40 to 49 28 30 30 42 66 
5 50 to 59 15 5 6 13 17 
6 60 or over 3 5 3 0 0 
7 Missing Cases 3 
100 
2 
100 
0 
100 
5 
100 
0 
100 
The following Tables (9 and 10) and their corresponding 
figures reveal another trend in community college demgraphic 
data, which suggests that 63% of all students enrolled in 
credit classes attend on a part-time basis (Building 
Communities, 1988, p. 10). The same source also predicts 
that by 1992, the part-time enrollments at community 
colleges are expected to increase by 7% and that the 
enrollment of full-time students will decline by 
approximately 10%. Again, Carroll (36%) and Urban (35%) 
campuses report this enrollment pattern, as cited in Table 
10. 
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Table 9. Students enrollment status 
N % 
1 Full-time, day 93 43 
2 Part-time, day 32 15 
3 Full-time, evening 4 2 
4 Part-time, evening 59 28 
5 Noncredit/credit free 6 3 
6 Missing Cases 20 
214 
9 
100 
Table 10. Enrollment status - % by campus 
Ankeny Boone Carroll Urban 
1 Full-time, day 52 54 21 4 
2 Part-time, day 13 30 13 13 
3 Full-time, evening 1 0 8 4 
4 Part-time, evening 22 10 50 62 
5 Noncredit/credit free 3 3 0 4 
6 Missing Cases 9 3 8 13 
100 100 100 99 
DMACC offers more than 70 career-oriented and special 
certificates as well as college transfer classes. Most of 
the curricula of the College are divided among four 
departments: (a) Business/Management; (b) Health Services 
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and Sciences; (c) Industrial and Technical; and (d) 
Humanities and Public Services (DMACC College Catalog, 
1990-1992, p. 3). The information in Table 11 reports three 
of the these departments have the highest percentages of 
faculty and students who's major field of teaching, 
research, or study are in the areas of Education, Health 
Sciences (21%), Humanities, Liberal Arts (19%), and Business 
(17%). 
Table 11. Faculty/students major field of teaching, 
research, or study 
N % 
1 Biological, Natural/Physical Sciences 6 2 
2 Physical, Agriculture Technologies 3 1 
3 Math/Computer Science/Data Processing 20 6 
4 Social Science, Social Services 24 7 
5 Humanities, Liberal Arts 68 19 
6 Fine Arts, Performing Arts 3 1 
7 Education, Health Sciences 72 21 
8 Business 58 17 
9 Engineering, Pre-Eng Technologies 10 3 
10 Other 43 12 
11 Missing Cases 42 11 
349 100 
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The same three departments are reported, in the same 
order, by campus percentages in Table 12. The highest 
percentages for Ankeny (19%) and Boone (45%) are for 
Education, Health Sciences. The highest Carroll campus 
score is 27% for Business, and Urban 28%, for Humanities, 
Liberal Arts. 
Table 12. Faculty/students major field of teaching, 
research, or study - % by campus 
Ankeny Boone Carroll Urban 
1 Bio Sci, Nat/Phys Sci 1 3 0 5 
2 Phys Sci, Ag/Ag Tech 1 0 0 0 
3 Math, Math/Comp Sci 7 0 3 10 
4 Soc Sci, Soc Services 6 8 12 8 
5 Humanities, Lib Arts 18 22 24 28 
6 Fine/Perf Arts 1 0 0 0 
7 Educ, Health Sciences 19 45 19 8 
8 Business 14 22 27 23 
9 Eng, Pre-Eng Tech 4 0 3 3 
10 Other 17 0 9 5 
11 Missing Cases 12 
100 
0 
100 
3 
100 
10 
100 
NOTE: Because of space limitations, the names of many 
teaching/major fields were abbreviated for this table; for 
the full names, see Table 11 on page 60. 
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Goal Area Summaries 
The first research objective investigated in this study 
was to rank order the perceived "is" and preferred "should 
be" means based on the responses of all the study 
participants. The absolute values for the means are 
computed for each goal area and are rank-ordered with a rank 
of 1 indicating that the goal was assigned top priority, 
whereas a rank of 20 indicates low importance. Responses of 
the 20 "is" and "should be" goal area means and standard 
deviations for the total group are rank ordered, from 
highest to lowest, and displayed in Tables 13 and 14. The 
standard deviation is indicative of the relative degree of 
consensus within the respondent group with regard to each 
goal area; the lower the standard deviation, the greater 
the agreement, either as "is" or "should be." One would 
generally expect smaller standard deviations for "is" 
ratings than for "should be" ratings, since the former are 
perceptions of present reality while the latter are personal 
opinions about the way things ought to be, "and partly 
because of the human aspiration that reach should exceed the 
grasp" (Capoor, 1980, p. 8). 
Total group mean scores fall between 2.54 and 4.39, 
where 2 represents "low" and 4 "high" importance. Standard 
deviations for "is" rankings range from .60 to .83 
indicating similar variability for all goal areas. Standard 
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deviations for "should be" rankings indicate variability 
from .44 to .78. 
For the purpose of this study, discussion of the rank 
order of goals will be, for the most part, in reference to 
the two top and bottom ranked goals. Of the 20 basic goal 
areas, there is a high level of consensus among the 
aggregate group of respondents as to the two top and bottom 
goals that are of high and low priority. All four are 
outcome goals and programmatic in nature. Outcome goals are 
the college's expectations of student achievements while 
process goals are the services needed to support these 
outcomes (Harrison, 1985, p. 190). 
Vocational/Technical Preparation and General Education 
are ranked the top two goals for both the "is" (Table 13) 
and "should be" (Table 14) situations. The high ranking of 
Vocational/Technical Preparation indicates agreement that 
this is the major function of community college education at 
DMACC—offering specific occupational curricula (such as 
bookkeeping, computer science, etc.), programs geared to 
emerging career fields, opportunities for upgrading or 
updating present job skills, and retraining for new careers 
or new job skills. The goal which is next in current and 
preferred importance. General Education, has to do with 
acquisition of general knowledge, achievement of some level 
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Table 13. Total group goals rank ordered by "is" means 
"Is" 
Rank Goal Area Mean SD 
1 Vocational/Technical Preparation 3.88 .68 
2 General Education 3.80 .60 
3 Lifelong Learning 3.48 .60 
4 Accessibility 3.37 .68 
5 Counseling and Advising 3.33 .75 
6 Developmental/Remedial Preparation 3.29 .72 
7 Student Services 3.25 .64 
8 Intellectual Orientation 3.24 .67 
9 Accountability 3.22 .70 
10 Freedom 3.17 .72 
11 Effective Management 3.17 .73 
12 Personal Development 3.06 .75 
13 Community Services 3.03 .72 
14 Faculty/Staff Development 3.00 .76 
15 College Community 2.95 .83 
16 Intellectual Environment 2.91 .71 
17 Innovation 2.83 .74 
18 Human i sm/Altruism 2.77 .76 
19 Social Criticism 2.70 .70 
20 Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 2.54 .68 
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Table 14. Total group goals rank ordered by "should be" 
means 
"Should Be" 
Rank Goal Area Mean SD 
1 Vocational/Technical Preparation 4.39 .51 
2 General Education 4.36 .44 
3 Developmental/Remedial Preparation 4.18 .57 
4 Intellectual Orientation 4.15 .50 
5 Counseling and Advising 4.13 .61 
6 College Community 4.13 .58 
7 Lifelong Learning 4.10 .53 
8 Personal Development 3.98 .68 
9 Faculty/Staff Development 3.98 .63 
10 Effective Management 3.94 .59 
11 Accessibility 3.86 .68 
12 Student Services 3.84 .62 
13 Accountability 3.84 .61 
14 Human i sm/Altruism 3.70 .77 
15 Intellectual Environment 3.67 .66 
16 Innovation 3.64 .62 
17 Community Services 3.58 .71 
18 Freedom 3.58 .77 
19 Social Criticism 3.28 .77 
20 Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 3.10 .78 
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of basic competencies, preparation of students for further, 
more advanced work, and the acquisition of skills and 
knowledge to live effectively in society. Since most 
community colleges were established as comprehensive 
post-secondary institutions, with the intention of providing 
education for careers as well as general education ... it 
would be surprising if there were not high agreement on the 
importance of those kingpins of community college education 
(Cross, 1981, p. 115). 
The two lowest ranked goals are also identical on the 
perceived and preferred lists. Goals that once dominated 
college campuses in the 1960s, Social Criticism and 
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness ranked 19th and 20th, 
respectively, as the least important current and preferred 
goals. Social Criticism means providing critical evaluation 
of current values and practices, serving as a source of 
ideas to change social institutions, helping students learn 
how to bring about change in our institutions, and being 
engaged, as an institution, in working for needed changes in 
society. Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness entails a heightened 
appreciation of a variety of art forms, encouraging study in 
the humanities and art beyond requirements, exposure to 
non-Western art and literature, and encouragement of student 
participation in artistic activities. The ideas that the 
academic community should serve as social critic (helping to 
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bring about change in the society) and encourage exposure to 
non-Western art and literature are clearly rejected. 
Overall, all respondents desired a higher priority be 
given to each of the goal areas than the priority being 
given to it (see Tables 13 and 14). For ease of visual 
comparison. Table 15 and Figure 3 illustrate the ratings of 
present and preferred importance for the total group. 
Again, "is" scores are generally lower than "should be" 
scores because people expect more than what currently exists 
(Peterson and Uhl, 1977). 
Goal Area Discrepancies 
The 20 goal areas according to the size of the 
discrepancy or gap between the real and ideal importance 
means are prioritized in Table 15. They are ranked on the 
basis of the size of the difference between the two means. 
The size of the discrepancy can be seen as an indication of 
the gap between what the institution is doing and what it 
ought to be doing, according to the particular respondent 
group(s). Generally speaking, this listing suggests 
possible priorities for institutional change. Figure 4 
graphically portrays the discrepancies. The longer the 
line, the greater the disagreement found between "is" and 
"should be". 
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Table 15. Total group goals rank ordered by discrepancy 
value 
"Is" "Should Be" 
Rank Goal Area Mean Mean Disc. 
1 College Community 2.95 4.13 + 1 .18 
2 Faculty/Staff Development 3.00 3.98 + .98 
3 Humanism/Altruism 2.77 3.70 + .93 
4 Personal Development 3.06 3.98 + .92 
5 Intellectual Orientation 3.24 4.15 + .91 
6 Developmental/Remedial Preparation 3.29 4.18 + .89 
7 Innovation 2.83 3.64 + .81 
8 Counseling and Advising 3.33 4.13 + .80 
9 Effective Mangement 3.17 3.94 + .77 
10 Intellectual Environment 2.91 3.67 + .76 
11 Lifelong Learning 3.48 4.10 + .62 
12 Accountability 3.22 3.84 + .62 
13 Student Services 3.25 3.84 + .59 
14 Social Criticism 2.70 3.28 + .58 
15 General Education 3.80 4.36 + .56 
16 Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 2.54 3.10 + .56 
17 Community Services 3.03 3.58 + .55 
18 Vocational/Technical Preparation 3.88 4.39 + .51 
19 Accessibility 3.37 3.86 + .49 
20 Freedom 3.17 3.58 + .41 
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The goal areas leading the list are the ones having the 
largest "should be/is" discrepancy and are the ones the 
respondents believe should receive greater emphasis than 
they are presently receiving. The plus (+) sign indicates 
that the "should be" mean is higher than the "is" mean. The 
two highest discrepancies are process goals which are 
conceived as internal campus objectives, which may 
facilitate achievement of the outcome goals. Only one goal 
area has a discrepancy value greater than 1.00. College 
Community, (1.18). Considered to be of paramount importance 
to the leadership of community colleges. College Community 
is defined as fostering a climate in which there is faculty 
and staff commitment to the goals of the college, open and 
candid communication, open and amicable airing of 
differences, and mutual trust and respect among faculty, 
students, and administrators. The next highest discrepancy 
value observed is Faculty/Staff Development, (.98), which 
entails commitment of college resources to provide 
opportunities and activities for professional development of 
faculty, and staff, appropriate faculty evaluation to improve 
teaching, and flexible leave and sabbatical opportunities 
for faculty and staff. 
The goal areas at the bottom of the Table have the 
smallest discrepancy. The two lowest discrepancy values are 
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also process goals. They include 19th ranked Accessibility 
(.49) and 20th, Freedom (.41). 
Although the "should be" means scores for both 
Accessibility (3.86) and Freedom (3.58) remain relatively 
high on both scales, their low discrepancy value seems to 
indicate that respondents believe there are other issues 
that should have a higher priority. Accessibility means 
maintaining costs to students at a level that will not deny 
attendance because of financial need, offering programs that 
accomodate adults in the community, recruiting student who 
have been denied, have not valued, or have not been 
successful in formal education, and with a policy of open 
admissions, developing worthwhile educational experiences 
for all those admitted. Cross (1981) observed that since 
community colleges are already accessible, this goal may not 
need to be emphasized. With four campuses spanning eleven 
counties in addition to extensive credit and non-credit 
course offerings at extension centers and other locations 
throughout the college district, DMACC is presently giving 
priority to Accessibility. Freedom has to do with 
protecting the right of faculty to present controversial 
ideas in the classroom, not preventing students from hearing 
controversial points of view, placing no restrictions on 
off-campus political activities by faculty or students, and 
ensuring faculty and students the freedom to choose their 
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own life-styles. The low discrepancy scores of 
Accessibility and Freedom seen to indicate that these goals 
are receiving the appropriate amount of emphasis. 
Goal Statement Data 
Copies of the data for all 90 goal statements can be 
found in Appendix F as they appear in the Summary Data 
Report. The items (response distributions by percentage, 
means, standard deviations, and discrepancies) are grouped 
four per page, by goal area. In the interest of economy and 
simplicity, the discussion in this section of the study will 
be confined to the ten individual goal statements having the 
highest "should be" means. These statements and their 
means, present below, represent the goals respondents 
believe should have particular importance. As described 
earlier, the closer the mean is to 5.00, the greater the 
importance attached to the goal statement in question. 
General Education 
4. to ensure that students who graduate have 
achieved some level of reading, writing, and 
math competency...(4.63) 
9. to ensure that students acquire knowledge and 
skills that will enable them to live 
effectively in society...(4.36) 
Lifelong Learning 
11. to be committed as a college to providing 
learning opportunities to adults of all 
ages...(4.53) 
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Vocational/Technical Preparation 
26. to provide opportunities for students to 
prepare for specific vocational/technical 
careers, such as bookkeeping, computer 
technology, and cosmetology...(4.46) 
30. to offer educational programs geared to new 
and emerging career fields...(4.38) 
36. to provide opportunities for individuals to 
update or upgrade present job skills...(4.37) 
38. to provide retraining opportunities for 
individuals who wish to qualify for new 
careers or acquire new job skills...(4.36) 
Developmental/Remedial Preparation 
31. to ensure that students who complete 
developmental programs have achieved 
appropriate reading, writing, and mathematics 
competencies...(4.42) 
College Community 
65. to maintain a climate of mutual trust and 
respect among students, faculty, and 
administrators...(4.34) 
Miscellaneous Goal Statement 
88. to excell in intercollegiate 
athletics...(2.70) 
For simplicity in data reporting. Table 16 is a listing 
of the designated goal area, statement number, and 
discrepancy figure rank ordered by the 10 highest "should 
be" means. As indicated previously, the plus (+) sign 
indicates that the "should be" mean is higher than the "is" 
mean, a minus (-), that the "should be" mean is lower than 
the "is" mean. For only one statement is the "should be" 
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mean (2.70) lower than the "is" mean (3.11). See Appendix 
F. This discrepancy (-.41) case occurs in the Boone campus 
data, Eor miscellaneous goal statement number 88, "to excel 
in intercollegiate athletics." It should be noted that 
although intramural sports activities are offered at Ankeny 
and Boone, only the Boone campus offers sanctioned, 
competitive intercollegiate athletic programs—men and 
women's basketball, men's baseball, women's Softball, and 
men's golf. 
Table 16. Goal area/statements rank ordered by 10 highest 
"should be" means 
Statement Disc. 
Rank Goal Area Number Mean Value 
1 General Education 4 4. 63 + .73 
2 Lifelong Learning 11 4. 53 + .28 
3 Vocational/Technical Preparation 26 4. 46 + .31 
4 Developmental/Remedial Preparation 31 4. 42 + .93 
5 Vocational/Technical Preparation 30 4. 38 + .79 
6 Vocational/Technical Preparation 36 4. 37 + .52 
7 Vocational/Technical Preparation 38 4. 36 + .44 
8 General Education 9 4. 36 + .73 
9 College Community 65 4. 34 +1 .26 
10 Miscellaneous Goal Statement 88 2. 70 _ .41 
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The ten statements with the largest "should be/is" 
discrepancies are listed below in numerical order. Analysis 
of the data indicate that the greatest discrepancy scores 
are found for the goals: 
Lifelong Learning 
8. to seek to instill in students a commitment 
to a lifetime of learning...(+1.03) 
Intellectual Orientation 
10. to instill in students a capacity for openess 
to new ideas and ways of thinking...(+.97) 
Personal Development 
18. to help students develop a sense of 
self-worth, self-confidence, and 
self-direction...(+.97) 
Humanism/Altruism 
22. to encourage students to become committed to 
working for peace in the world...(+1.05) 
25. to encourage students to have an active 
concern for the general welfare of their 
communities...(+1.05) 
Faculty/Staff Development 
49. to evaluate faculty in an appropriate and 
reasonable manner in order to promote 
effective teaching...(+1.15) 
College Community 
62. to maintain a climate at the college in which 
differences of opinion can be aired openly 
and amicably...(+1.13) 
65. to maintain a climate of mutual trust and 
respect among students, faculty, and 
administrators...(+1.26)* 
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Effective Management 
68. to involve those with appropriate expertise 
in making important campus 
decisions...(+1.03) 
Miscellaneous Goal Statement 
85. to develop arrangements by which students, 
faculty, administrators, and trustees can be 
significantly involved in college policy 
making...(+1.08) 
Seven statements have a discrepancy score greater than 
1.00. In all cases, the discrepancy scores indicate where 
respondents feel a need for greater emphasis to be placed. 
Data for these statements are presented in descending order, 
by discrepancy value, in Table 17. 
Goal statement 65, "to maintain a climate of mutual 
trust and respect among students, faculty, and 
administration," appears in both lists. An asterisk (*) is 
placed to the right of the discrepancy figure on both Tables 
15 and 17. This goal statement (65) and area (College 
Community) has critical significance for college policy and 
pinpoints the goal respondents believe "should be" of top 
priority. While the total group of respondents are firmly 
convinced of the critical importance of trust, open 
communication, and commitment, the data seems to say that 
they do not find it (College Community) at the college. 
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Table 17. Goal area/statements rank ordered by 10 highest 
"should be/is" discrepancies 
Statement Disc. 
Rank Goal Area Number Value 
1 College Community 65 +1.26* 
2 Faculty/Staff Development 49 +1.15 
3 College Community 62 +1.13 
4 Miscellaneous Goal Statement 35 +1.08 
5 Humanism/Altruism 25 + 1.05 
6 Effective Management 68 +1.03 
7 Lifelong Learning 8 +1.03 
8 Intellectual Orientation 10 + .97 
9 Personal Development 18 + .97 
10 Humanism/Altruism 22 + .97 
Goal Area Summaries Rank Ordered by S ubgroup 
A second research objective observed the rankings of 
goals for each campus. Table 18 and Figure 5 display the 
rankings of goal means as perceived and preferred by 
respondents from the Ankeny campus. The goals 
Vocational/Technical Preparation and General Education are 
ranked 1st and 2nd as they are perceived. The same two 
goals are also ranked in the same order on the preferred 
"should be" side. Social Criticism and Cultural/Aesthetic 
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Table 18. Ankeny campus goals rank ordered by "is" and 
"should be" means 
"Is" "Should Be" 
Rank Goal Area Mean Goal Area Mean 
1 Voc/Tech Preparation 3. 94 Voc/Tech Preparation 4. 41 
2 General Education 3. 76 General Education 4. 34 
3 Lifelong Learning 3. 50 Develop/Remed Prep 4. 17 
4 Couns & Advis 3. 43 Couns & Advis 4. 15 
5 Accessibility 3. 35 College Community 4. 14 
6 Student Services 3. 33 Intellect Orient 4. 13 
7 Develop/Remed Prep 3. 28 Lifelong Learning 4. 11 
8 Accountability 3. 24 Faculty/Staff Dev 3. 99 
9 Intellect Orient 3. 21 Effective Managment 3. 94 
10 Freedom 3. 16 Personal Development 3. 94 
11 Effective Management 3. 12 Student Services 3. 85 
12 Community Services 3. 07 Accountability 3. 84 
13 Personal Development 3. 05 Accessibility 3, .82 
14 Faculty/Staff Dev 2, 98 Humanism/Altruism 3. 70 
15 Intellect Environ 2, .90 Intellect Environ 3. 65 
16 College Community 2, .89 Community Services 3. 61 
17 Innovation 2. 81 Innovation 3 .61 
18 Human i sm/AItruism 2. 74 Freedom 3 .56 
19 Social Criticism 2. 68 Social Criticism 3 .26 
20 Cult/Aesth Awareness 2. 51 Cult/Aesth Awareness 3 .11 
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Awareness are again ranked 19th and 20th, both for "is" and 
"should be." 
Respondents from Boone agree with Ankeny respondents 
concerning the first two goal priorities, but in different 
order. They ranked General Education and 
Vocational/Technical Preparation as the 1st and 2nd 
perceived and preferred priorities. Boone respondents are 
in agreement on the 20th placed goal, Cultural/Aesthetic 
Awareness. However, dissimilar rankings appear for 19th 
ranked Humanism/Altruism on the "is" list which is placed 
higher (15th) on the "should be" list. Humanism/Altruism 
reflects respect for diverse cultures, a commitment to 
working for peace in the world, an understanding of the 
important moral issues of the time, and concern about the 
general welfare of the community. Only a slight variation 
is observed for Social Criticism, ranked 18th on the "is" 
list and 19th on the "should be." Boone's goals rankings 
are portrayed in Table 19 and Figure 6. 
Portrayal of Carroll campus' responses are shown in 
Table 20 and Figure 7. Carroll respondents' two highest and 
lowest ranked goals corresponded on both lists. General 
Education and Vocational/Technical Preparation are ranked 
1st and 2nd, just as Boone. Social Criticism and 
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness are again ranked the 19th and 
20th, identical to lowest ranked goals indicated by Ankeny. 
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Table 19. Boone campus goals rank ordered by "is" and 
"should be" means 
"Is" "Should Be" 
Rank Goal Area Mean Goal Area Mean 
1 General Education 3. 94 General Education 4. 38 
2 Voc/Tech Preparation 3. 67 Voc/Tech Preparation 4. 22 
3 Lifelong Learning 3. 31 Personal Development 4. 13 
4 Accessibility 3. 29 Intellect Orient 4. 11 
5 Intellect Orient 3. 24 College Community 4. 10 
6 Develop/Remed Prep 3. 24 Develop/Remed Prep 4. 07 
7 Effective Management 3. 22 Couns & Advis 4. 01 
8 Freedom 3. 19 Lifelong Learning 4. 00 
9 Accountability 3. 15 Student Services 3. 97 
10 Couns & Advis 3. 13 Faculty/Staff Dev 3. 91 
11 College Community 3. 12 Accessibility 3. 88 
12 Student Services 3. 08 Effective Management 3. 80 
13 Personal Development 3. 03 Accountability 3. ,75 
14 Intellect Environ 2. 91 Intellect Environ 3. ,75 
15 Faculty/Staff Dev 2. 87 Human/Altruism 3, ,73 
16 Innovation 2. 79 Innovation 3. 68 
17 Community Services 2. 78 Freedom 3. 67 
18 Social Criticism 2. 66 Community Services 3. 51 
19 Humanism/Altruism 2. 64 Social Criticism 3. 39 
20 Cult/Aesth Aware 2. ,54 Cult/Aesth Aware 3 .11 
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Table 20. Carroll campus goals rank ordered by "is" and 
"should be" means 
"Is" "Should Be" 
Rank Goal Area Mean Goal Area Mean 
1 General Education 4. 00 General Education 4. 45 
2 Voc/Tech Preparation 3. 86 Voc/Tech Preparation 4. 45 
3 Lifelong Learning 3. 64 Intellect Orient 4. 27 
4 Accessibility 3. 55 Lifelong Learning 4. 26 
5 Intellect Orient 3. 43 Couns & Advis 4. 19 
5 Effective Management 3. 42 Develop/Remed Prep 4. 15 
7 Develop/Remed Prep 3. 31 Personal Development 4. 10 
8 Freedom 3. 27 College Community 4. 08 
9 Accountability 3. 26 Accessibility 3. 98 
10 Personal Development 3. 25 Faculty/Staff Dev 3. 98 
11 Faculty/Staff Dev 3. 16 Effective Management 3. 90 
12 College Community 3. 15 Accountability 3. 81 
13 Community Service 3. 12 Humanism/Altrui sm 3, .75 
14 Student Services 3. 03 Intellect Environ 3. 74 
15 Couns & Advis 3. 02 Student Services 3. 73 
16 Humanism/Altruism 2. 98 Innovation 3. 73 
17 Innovation 2. 91 Community Services 3 .55 
18 Intellect Environ 2. ,89 Freedom 3 .51 
19 Social Criticism 2. 78 Social Criticism 3 .24 
20 Cult/Aesth Aware 2. 59 Cult/Aesth Aware 3 .11 
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The fi est two priorities are the same goals on both the 
"is" and "should be" lists for Urban campus (Table 21 and 
Figure 8), although the order changed. Urban campus 
respondents rated General Education 1st for the "is" ranking 
and 2nd for the "should be." Vocational/Technical 
Preparation is listed 1st in the "should be" column, but 2nd 
in the "is." Social Criticism and Cultural/Aesthetic 
Awareness are ranked 19th and 20th on both scales, identical 
to Ankeny and Carroll. 
Tables 22 and 23 give brief titles of the 20 goals 
prioritized, in a campus-by-campus comparison. The top "is" 
goals for respondents' perceptions match with the way they 
feel things "should be," as do the bottom ranked goals. 
In Table 22, the "is" ranking of all participants at 
each campus are presented. Three out of four campuses (75%) 
perceive that General Education is the top priority, 
Vocational/Technical Preparation is 2nd, and Accessibility 
4th. The ranking of Lifelong Learning, by all four campuses 
(100%), as the 3rd most important current goal reinforces 
earlier studies by Findt and Sullins (1990) and Harrison 
(1985). Lifelong Learning means providing courses to 
community adults so they can pursue a variety of interests, 
instilling in students a commitment to a lifetime of 
learning, providing learning opportunities to adults of all 
ages, and awarding degree credit for knowledge and skills 
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Table 21. Urban campus goals rank ordered by "is" and 
"should be" means 
"Is" "Should Be" 
Rank Goal Area Mean Goal Area Mean 
1 General Education 3. 76 Voc/Tech Preparation 4. 38 
2 Voc/Tech Preparation 3. 73 General Education 4. 36 
3 Lifelong Learning 3. 39 Develop/Remed Prep 4. 35 
4 Accessibility 3. 38 Intellect Orient 4. 21 
5 Oevelop/Remed Prep 3. 34 Couns & Advis 4. 12 
6 Intellect Orient 3. 23 College Community 4. 12 
7 Couns & Advis 3. 22 Effective Management 4. 07 
8 Effective Management 3. 19 Accessibility 4. 03 
9 Student Services 3. 15 Faculty/Staff Dev 4. 03 
10 Freedom 3. 15 Lifelong Learning 3, .99 
11 Accountability 3. 11 Personal Development 3. 98 
12 Faculty/Staff Dev 3. 02 Accountability 3. 83 
13 Personal Develop 2. 99 Student Services 3. 81 
14 Community Service 2. 94 Innovation 3. 73 
15 Humanism/Altruism 2. 92 Humanism/Altruism 3. 71 
16 Intellect Environ 2. ,91 Intellect Environ 3 .69 
17 Innovation 2. 90 Freedom 3 .67 
18 College Community 2. 90 Community Services 3 .48 
19 Social Criticism 2, .72 Social Criticism 3 .36 
20 Cult/Aesth Aware 2. 62 Cult/Aesth Aware 3 .08 
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Table 22. Ca^npus goals rank ordered by "is" means 
5ank Ankeny Boone Carroll Urban 
1 Voc/Tech Prep Gen Education Gen Education Gen Education 
2 Gen Education Voc/Tech Prep Voc/Tech Prep Voc/Tech Prep 
3 Lifelong Lmg Lifelong Lmg Lifelong Lmg Lifelong Lmg 
4 Couns & Advis Accessibility Accessibility Accessibility 
5 Accessibility Intell Orient Intell Orient Dev/Remed Prep 
6 Student Srvcs Dev/Remed Prep Effect Mgint Intell Orient 
7 Dev/Rsned Prep Effect Mgmt Dev/Roned Prep Couns & Advis 
8 Accountability Freedom Freedom Effect Mgmt 
9 Intell Orient Accountability Accountability Student Srvcs 
10 Freedom Couns & Advis Person Develop Freedom 
11 Effect Mgmt College Coram Fac/Staff Dev Accountability 
12 Coram Srvcs Student Srvcs College Coram Fac/Staff Dev 
13 Person Develop Person Develop Catm Srvcs Person Develop 
14 Fac/Staff Dev Intell Environ Student Srvcs Coram Srvcs 
15 Intell Environ Fac/Staff Dev Couns & Advis Human/Altruism 
16 College Cctnm Innovation Human/Altruism Intell Environ 
17 Innovation Coram Srvcs Innovationnn Innovation 
18 Huraan/Altruism Social Critic Intell Environ College Comm 
19 Social Critic Human/Altruism Social Critic Social Critic 
20 Cult/Aest Aware Cult/Aest Aware Cult/Aest Aware Cult/Aest Aware 
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acquired in nonschool settings. This high consensual rating 
is an indicater that serving the growing numbers of 
commuting, adult part-time learners is clearly viewed an 
important goal. Intellectual Orientation is another goal 
area with a high actual rating (50%). Intellectual 
Orientation relates to an attitude about learning and 
intellectual work. It means familiarity with research and 
problem solving methods, the desire and ability for 
self-directed learning, the ability to synthesize knowledge 
from many sources, and an openess to new ideas and ways of 
thinking. The campuses, however, slightly differ in their 
perceptions of the the lowest ranked "is" goals. The 19th 
ranked goal by three out of four (75%) campuses is Social 
Criticism. Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness is ranked 20th by 
all four campuses (100%), on the "is" category. 
The preferred ranked goals are presented in Table 23. 
All campuses prefer that Vocational/Technical Preparation or 
General Education be primary goals of the college. They are 
equally divided with two preferring Vocational/Technical 
Preparation (50%) to be first and two preferring General 
Education (50%). All four campuses ranked Social Criticism 
19th (100%) and Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 20th (100%). 
The third research objective sought to rank order the 
"is" and "should be" goal means for each of the four 
constituent groups surveyed: faculty, students. 
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Table 23. Campus goal areas rank ordered by "should be" 
means 
Rank Ankeny 
1 Voc/Tech Prep 
2 Gen Education 
3 Dev/Reraed Prep 
4 Couns & Advis 
5 College Coram 
6 Intell Orient 
7 Lifelong Lrng 
8 Fac/Staff Dev 
9 Effect Mgmt 
10 Person Develop 
11 Student Srvcs 
12 Accountability 
13 Accessibility 
14 Human/Altruism 
15 Intell Environ 
16 Ccimi Srvcs 
17 Innovation 
18 Freedom 
19 Social Critic 
20 Cult/Aest Aware 
Boone 
Gen Education 
Voc/Tech Prep 
Person Develop 
Intell Orient 
College Coram 
Dev/Remed Prep 
Couns & Advis 
Lifelong Lrng 
Student Srvcs 
Fac/Staff Dev 
Accessibility 
Effect Mgmt 
Accountability 
Intell Environ 
Human/Altruism 
Innovation 
Freedom 
Catm Srvcs 
Social Critic 
Cult/Aest Aware 
Carroll 
Gen Education 
Voc/Tech Prep 
Intell Orient 
Lifelong Lrng 
Couns & Advis 
Dev/Raned Prep 
Person Develop 
College Coram 
Accessibility 
Fac/Staff Dev 
Effect Mgmt 
Accountability 
Human/Altruism 
Intell Environ 
Stud Srvcs 
Innovation 
Corni Srvcs 
Freedoa 
Social Critic 
Cult/Aest Aware 
Urban 
Voc/Tech Prep 
Gen Education 
Dev/Raned Prep 
Intell Orient 
Couns & Advis 
College Conn 
Effect iigmt 
Accessibility 
Fac/Staff Dev 
Lifelong Lmg 
Person Develop 
Accountability 
Student Srvcs 
Innovation 
Human/Altruism 
Intell Environ 
Freedom 
Conm Srvcs 
Social Critic 
Cult/Aest Aware 
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administrators, and trustees. These data are graphically 
depicted in Tables 24 through 29 and Figures 9 through 12. 
Providing education for careers is firmly established 
in the faculties and curriculum of most community colleges. 
And at DMACC, the total group of faculty ranked 
Vocational/Technical Preparation as the highest and 
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness the lowest "is" and "should be" 
goals (Table 24 and Figure 9). 
The student constituent group also rank 
Vocational/Technical Preparation and General Education 1st 
and 2nd goals as they are thought and wished to be. They 
also rate Social Criticism 19th and Cultural/Aesthetic 
Awareness 20th, on both dimensions, on both lists (Table 25 
and Figure 10). 
Goal ranking according to administrators are reported 
in Table 26 and Figure 11. The top and a bottom ranked goal 
are the same as perceived and preferred. They are 
Vocational/Technical Preparation (1st) and 
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness (19th). 
The rankings of goals by the trustees are presented in 
Table 27 and Figure 12. Vocational/Technical Preparation 
and General Education are ranked 1st and 2nd interchangeably 
on both the "is" and "should be" lists. For the bottom 
ranked goal, trustees rate Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 
last. 
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Table 24. Faculty goals rank ordered by "is" and 
"should be" means 
"Is" "Should Be" 
Rank Goal Area Mean Goal Area Mean 
1 Voc/Tech Prep 4. 14 Voc/Tech Prep 4. 38 
2 General Education 3. 67 College Community 4. 30 
3 Accessibility 3. 51 General Education 4. 27 
4 Lifelong Learning 3. 49 Develop/Remed Prep 4. 21 
5 Couns & Advis 3. 34 Faculty/Staff Dev 4. 18 
6 Student Services 3. 31 Intellect Orient 4. 17 
7 Community Services 3. 25 Lifelong Learning 4. 10 
3 Accountability 3. 23 Effective Mgmt 4. 09 
9 Develop/Remed Prep 3. 19 Couns & Advis 4. 03 
10 Personal Development 3. 16 Personal Development 3. 98 
11 Intellect Orient 3. 14 Accessibility 3. 88 
12 Freedom 3. 13 Accountability 3. 85 
13 Effective Mgmt 3. 07 Student Services 3. 76 
14 Humanism/Altruism 2. 82 Human ism/Altru i sm 3. 73 
15 Intellect Environ 2. 82 Intellect Environ 3. ,67 
16 Faculty/Staff Dev 2. 79 Innovation 3, ,67 
17 Innovation 2. 74 Community Services 3, .65 
18 Social Criticism 2. 73 Freedom 3. 54 
19 College Community 2. 60 Social Criticism 3. 27 
20 Cult/Aesth Aware 2. 52 Cult/Aesth Aware 3. 15 
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Table 25. Students goals rank ordered by "is" and 
"should be" means 
"Is" "Should Be" 
Rank Goal Area Mean Goal Area Mean 
1 Voc/Tech Prep 4. 03 Voc/Tech Prep 4. 39 
2 General Education 3. 89 General Education 4. 39 
3 Lifelong Learning 3. 47 Couns & Advis 4. 18 
4 Devlop/Remed Prep 3. 34 Develop/Remed Prep 4. 17 
5 Couns & Advis 3. 30 Intellect Orient 4. 14 
6 Intellect Orient 3. 29 Lifelong Learning 4. 08 
7 Accessibility 3. 25 College Community 4. 01 
8 Effective Mgmt 3. 22 Personal Development 4. 01 
9 Freedom 3. 21 Student Services 3. 87 
10 Student Services 3. 18 Faculty/Staff Dev 3. 8 4  
11 Accountability 3. 18 Accessibility 3. 83 
12 College Community 3. 15 Effective Mgmt 3, ,83 
13 Faculty/Staff Dev 3. 09 Accountability 3, .79 
14 Personal Development 3. 01 Huma n i sm/AItruism 3. . 6 9  
15 Intellect Environ 2. 93 Intellect Environ 3. 66 
16 Community Services 2, ,89 Freedom 3 .61 
17 Innovation 2, 88 Innovation 3 .61 
18 Humanism/Altruism 2. 73 Community Services 3 .52 
19 Social Criticism 2. 68 Social Criticism 3 .32 
20 Cult/Aesth Aware 2, .51 Cult/Aesth Aware 3 .04 
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Table 26. Administrators goals rank ordered by "is"'and 
"should be" means 
"Is" "Should Be" 
Rank Goal Area Mean Goal Area Mean 
1 Voc/Tech Prep 4. 19 Voc/Tech Prep 4. 45 
2 Student Services 3, 69 General Education 4. 36 
3 Accessibility 3. 62 College Community 4. 33 
4 General Education 3. 40 Effective Management 4. 17 
5 Lifelong Learning 3. 40 Faculty/Staff Dev 4. 15 
6 Couns & Advis 3. 34 Accessibility 4. 13 
7 Dev/Remed Prep 3. 23 Lifelong Learning 4. 11 
8 Community Services 3. 16 Dev/Remed Prep 4. 08 
9 Accountability 3. 16 Intellect Orient 4. 02 
10 Intellect Orient 3. 03 Couns & Advis 4. 02 
11 Personal Development 2. 97 Accountability 4. 00 
12 Effective Management 2. 95 Student Services 3. 84 
13 Freedom 2. 92 Innovation 3, ,76 
14 Faculty/Staff Dev 2. 91 Community Services 3. ,72 
15 Humanism/Altruism 2. 75 Personal Development 3, ,65 
16 Innovation 2, .66 Humanism/Altruism 3. 56 
17 Intellect Environ 2. 64 Intellect Environ 3, .53 
18 Social Criticism 2. ,48 Freedom 3. 40 
19 Cult/Aesth Aware 2. ,46 Cult/Aesth Aware 3 .08 
20 College Community 2. 32 Social Criticism 2 .95 
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Table 27. Trustees goals rank ordered by "is" and "should 
be" means 
"Is" "Should Be" 
Rank Goal Area Mean Goal Area Mean 
1 Voc/Tech Prep 4. 29 General Education 4. 54 
2 General Education 3. 71 Voc/Tech Prep 4. 50 
3 Lifelong Learning 3. 62 Accountability 4. 33 
4 Accessibility 3. 58 Develop/Remed Prep 4. 29 
5 Develop/Remed Prep 3. 46 Effective Mgmt 4. 29 
6 Faculty/Staff Dev 3. 42 Lifelong Learning 4. 25 
7 Accountability 3. 42 College Community 4. 21 
8 Community Service 3. 29 Intellect Orient 4. 12 
9 Effective Mgmt 3. 29 Personal Development 4. 00 
10 Couns & Advis 3. 25 Couns & Advis 3. 96 
11 Student Services 3. 25 Faculty/Staff Dev 3. 92 
12 Intellect Environ 3. 17 Intellect Environ 3. 87 
13 College Community 3. 17 Accessibility 3. 79 
14 Freedom 3. 12 Community Services 3. 71 
15 Innovation 3. 08 Freedom 3. ,71 
16 Intellect Orient 3. 04 Student Services 3. 67 
17 Personal Development 3. 00 Innovation 3. 67 
18 Social Criticism 2. ,96 Humanism/Altruism 3 .67 
19 Humanism/Altruism 2. 83 Social Criticism 3 .29 
20 Cult/Aesth Aware 2. 75 Cult/Aesth Aware 3 .25 
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Table 28 presents the rank order of "is" goals by all 
four constituent groups. The ranking of "should be" goals, 
for all the constituent groups, are presented in Table 29. 
Faculty, students, administrators, and trustees all agree 
that the community college has a major obligation to provide 
Vocational/Technical Preparation and that the goal of 
General Education is currently given very high priority by 
the college. General Education is ranked 2nd, on both 
lists, by faculty, students, and trustees. Administrators 
rated Student Services (2nd) as more important than did the 
other constituent groups. The Student Services means 
developing support services for students with special needs, 
providing comprehensive student activities programs, 
providing comprehensive advice about financial aid sources, 
and making available health services that offer health 
maintenance, preventive medicine, and referral services. 
Although the discrepancy value is small (.15), this rating 
is especially noteworthy, because; (1) according to Cross 
(1989) administrators are considered to have a better sense 
of institutional goals than other constituent groups. Yet, 
their ranking runs counter to the 5th and 12th positions 
given Student Services by administrators in studies 
conducted in 1979 and 1985; (2) student health services are 
primarily located on the Ankeny campus with limited services 
extending to the Boone and Urban campuses; and (3) all 
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Table 28. Constituent groups goals rank ordered by "is" 
means 
Rank Faculty Students Administrators Trustees 
1 Voc/Tech Prep Voc/Tech Prep Voc/Tech Prep Voc/Tech Prep 
2 Gen Education Gen Education Student Srvcs Gen Education 
3 Accessibility Lifelong Lmg Accessibility Lifelong Lrng 
4 Lifelong Lrrg Dev/Raned Prep Gen Education Accessibility 
5 Couns & Advis Couns & Advis Lifelong Lmg Dev/Rgmed Prep 
6 Student Srvcs Intell Orient Couns & Advis Fac/Staff Dev 
7 Corati Srvcs Accessibility Dev/Raned Prep Accountability 
8 Accountability Effect Mgmt Comm Srvcs Ccmm Srvcs 
9 Dev/Raned Prep Freedom Accountability Effect Mgmt 
10 Person Develop Student Srvcs Intell Orient Couns & Advis 
11 Intel1 Orient Accountability Person Develop Student Srvcs 
12 Freedom College Coram Effect Mgmt Intell Environ 
13 Effect Mgmt Fac/Staff Dev Freedcxn College Coram 
14 Human/Altruism Person Develop Fac/Staff Dev Freedom 
15 Intell Environ Intell Environ Human/Altruism Innovation 
16 Fac/Staff Dev Coram Srvcs Innovation Intell Orient 
17 Innovation Innovation Intell Environ Person Develop 
18 Social Critic Human/Altruism Social Critic Social Critic 
19 College Coram Social Critic Cult/Aest Aware Human/Altruism 
20 Cult/Aest Aware Cult/Aest Aware College Coratv Cult/Aest Aware 
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Table 29. Constituent groups goals rank ordered by "should 
be" means 
Rank Faculty Students Administrators Trustees 
1 Voc/Tech Prep 
2 College Canm 
3 Gen Education 
4 Dev/Remed Prep 
5 Fac/Staff Dev 
5 Intell Orient 
7 Lifelong Lrng 
8 Effect Mgmt 
9 Couns & Advis 
10 Person Develop 
11 Accessibility 
12 Accountability 
13 Student Srvcs 
14 Human/Altruism 
15 Intell Environ 
16 Innovation 
17 Ccrara Srvcs 
18 Freedom 
19 Social Critic 
20 Cult/Aest Aware 
Voc/Tech Prep 
Gen Education 
Couns & Advis 
Dev/Remed Prep 
Intell Orient 
Lifelong Lmg 
College Coram 
Person Develop 
Student Srvcs 
Fac/Staff Dev 
Accessibility 
Effect Mgmt 
Accountability 
Human/Altruism 
Intell Environ 
Freedom 
Innovation 
Ccnrn Srvcs 
Social Critic 
Cult/Aest Aware 
Voc/Tech Prep 
Gen Education 
College Coram 
Effect Mgmt 
Fac/Staff Dev 
Accessibility 
Lifelong Lrng 
Dev/Remed Prep 
Intell Orient 
Couns & Advis 
Accountability 
Student Srvcs 
Innovation 
Contiti Srvcs 
Person Develop 
Human/Altruism 
Intell Environ 
Freedom 
Cult/Aest Aware 
Social Critic 
Gen Education 
Voc/Tech Prep 
Accountability 
Dev/Remed Prep 
Effect ligmt 
Lifelong Lmg 
College Coram 
Intell Orient 
Person Develop 
Couns & Advis 
Fac/Staff Dev 
Intell Environ 
Accessibility 
Coram Srvcs 
Freedom 
Student Srvcs 
Innovation 
Human/Altruism 
Social Critic 
Cult/Aest Aware 
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financial assistance available to DMACC students is • 
administered by the &nkeny campus financial aid office. And 
although administrators rank Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 
"is" and "should be" 19th, the remaining constituent groups 
consider it the least important (20th) "is" and "should be" 
goal (Table 28 and 29). While the numbers are small for 
administrators and trustees, and should therefore be 
interpreted with caution, it also must be recognized that 
their perceptions and responses may possibly be disguised or 
muted with regard to the Ankeny (administrative center) 
campus. 
The final descriptive research objective required 
examination of the rank order of "is" and "should be" goals 
for faculty and students, by location. Tables 30 through 35 
and Figures 13 through 16 indicate the rank order of the 20 
goals assessed by faculty at each campus. Rankings for the 
20 goal priorities for students at each campus can be seen 
in Tables 36 through 41 and Figures 17 through 20. 
Goal mean summaries for faculty at Ankeny are presented 
in Table 30 and Figure 13. There is agreement for the 1st 
and last goal areas, on both the "is" and "should be" lists. 
Vocational/Technical Preparation was ranked 1st and 
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 20th. 
Table 31 and Figure 14 reports rankings provided by 
faculty at Boone. Vocational/Technical Preparation and 
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Table 30. Ankeny faculty goals rank ordered by "is" and 
"should be" means 
"Is" "Should Be" 
Rank Goal Area Mean Goal Area Mean 
1 Voc/Tech Preparation 4. 17 Voc/Tech Preparation 4. 38 
2 General Education 3. 66 College Community 4. 29 
3 Lifelong Learning 3. 54 General Education 4. 23 
4 Accessibility 3. 52 Faculty/Staff Dev 4. 20 
5 Couns & Advising 3. 47 Develop/Remed Prep 4. 16 
6 Student Services 3. 37 Intellect Orient 4. 15 
7 Community Services 3. 31 Lifelong Learning 4. 10 
8 Accountability 3. 25 Effective Management 4. 07 
9 Develop/Remed Prep 3. 17 Couns & Advising 4. 04 
10 Freedom 3. 16 Accountability 3. 89 
11 Personal Development 3. 15 Personal Development 3. 89 
12 Intellect Orient 3. 14 Access ibility 3. 86 
13 Effective Management 2. 96 Student Services 3. 73 
14 Intellect Environ 2. 82 Community Services 3. 64 
15 Faculty/Staff Dev 2. 78 Humanism/Altruism 3. 64 
16 Humanism/Altruism 2. 77 Intellect Environ 3. 60 
17 Social Criticism 2. 72 Innovation 3. 59 
18 Innovation 2. 69 Freedom 3. 49 
19 College Community 2. 53 Social Criticism 3. 21 
20 Cult/Aesth Awareness 2. ,45 Cult/Aesth Awareness 3 .08 
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Table 31. Boone faculty goals rank ordered by "is" and 
"should be" means 
"Is" "Should Be" 
Rank Goal Area Mean Goal Area Mean 
1 Voc/Tech Preparation 4. 02 Personal Development 4. 40 
2 General Education 3. 87 General Education 4. 35 
3 Accessibility 3. 47 College Community 4. 30 
4 Effective Management 3. 40 Voc/Tech Preparation 4. 27 
5 Lifelong Learning 3. 22 Faculty/Staff Dev 4. 20 
6 Student Services 3. 20 Intellect Orient 4. 15 
7 Freedom 3. 20 Lifelong Learning 4. 12 
8 Accountability 3. 17 Develop/Remed Prep 4. 10 
9 Personal Development 3. 15 Innovation 4. 02 
10 Intellect Orient 3. 07 Freedom 4. 00 
11 Develop/Remed Prep 3. 05 Intellect Environ 3. 97 
12 Community Services 3. 02 Student Services 3. ,95 
13 College Community 2. 95 Couns & Advising 3. 92 
14 Intellect Environ 2. 92 Humanism/Altruism 3. 87 
15 Innovation 2. 92 Effective Management 3. 85 
16 Couns & Advising 2. ,80 Community Services 3. 77 
17 Faculty/Staff Dev 2. ,75 Accessibility 3 .77 
18 Cult/Aesth Awareness 2. 65 Accountability 3 .57 
19 Social Criticism 2. 62 Social Criticism 3 .40 
20 Humanism/Altruism 2. 60 Cult/Aesth Awareness 3 .27 
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Personal Development are rated 1st on the "is" and "should 
be" lists, respectively. It is interesting that Boone 
faculty rank Personal Development the 1st "should be" goal, 
yet it appears in 9th position on the "is" list. Personal 
Development means identification by students of personal 
goals and the development of ways of achieving them, 
enhancement of feelings of self-worth, self-confidence, and 
self-direction, and encouragement of open and honest 
relationships. This rating (and the 1.25 "should be/is" 
discrepancy value) suggest that while the Personal 
Development of students is highly desired, it is not a top 
priority goal and should be given more attention. General 
Education is ranked 2nd for "is" and "should be." For the 
bottom ranked goals. Social Criticism appears in 19th place 
on both lists, Humanism/Altruism is the 20th "is," and 
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness the 20th "should be." 
Faculty at Carroll agree Vocational/Technical 
Preparation is the top priority for .their campus. They also 
rank Social Criticism and Cultural/Aesthethic Awareness 19th 
or 20th (Table 32 and Figure 15). 
For the Urban campus faculty Vocational/Technical 
Preparation is ranked 1st in the "is" column and 2nd in the 
"should be." It is not surprising that the 1st ranked Urban 
campus faculty "should be" goal is Developmental/Remedial 
Preparation. Since their campus is located in an urban 
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Table 32. Carroll faculty goals rank ordered by "is" and 
"should be" means 
"Is" "Should Be" 
Rank Goal Area Mean Goal Area Mean 
1 Voc/Tech Preparation 4. 34 Voc/Tech Preparation 4. 46 
2 Lifelong Learning 3. 81 Develop/Remed Prep 4. 31 
3 Effective Management 3. 81 General Education 4. 28 
4 Develop/Remed Prep 3. 78 Lifelong Learning 4. 28 
5 Accessibility 3. 71 Faculty/Staff Dev 4. 28 
6 General Education 3. 65 College Community 4. 25 
7 Personal Development 3. 56 Couns & Advising 4. 18 
8 Community Services 3. 56 Intellect Orient 4. 12 
9 Accountability 3. 56 Personal Development 4. 09 
10 Student Services 3. 53 Effective Management 4. 09 
11 Couns & Advising 3. 31 Accountability 4. 00 
12 Freedom 3. 31 Accessibility 3. 96 
13 Faculty/Staff Dev 3. 28 Community Services 3. ,84 
14 Intellect Orient 3. 25 Student Services 3. ,78 
15 Intellect Environ 3. 21 Innovation 3. ,75 
16 Innovation 3. 21 Intellect Environ 3, .71 
17 Humanism/Altruism 3. 15 Human i sra/Altruism 3. 62 
18 College Community 3. 07 Freedom 3. 35 
19 Social Criticism 3, ,06 Cult/Aesth Awareness 3, .25 
20 Cult/Aesth Awareness 2, ,96 Social Criticism 3. 21 
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Table 33. Urban faculty goals rank ordered by "is" and 
"should be" means 
"Is" "Should Be" 
Rank Goal Area Mean Goal Area Mean 
1 Voc/Tech Preparation 3. 98 Develop/Remed Prep 4. 46 
2 General Education 3. 62 Voc/Tech Preparation 4. 40 
3 Accessibility 3. 40 General Education 4. 37 
4 Lifelong Learning 3. 25 College Community 4. 33 
5 Intellect Orient 3. 14 Intellect Orient 4. 31 
6 Develop/Remed Prep 3. 06 Effective Management 4. 27 
7 Couns & Advising 3. 06 Personal Development 4. 06 
8 Personal Development 3. 01 Humanism/Altruism 4. 06 
9 Accountability 3. 01 Faculty/Staff Dev 4. 05 
10 Community Services 3. 00 Lifelong Learning 4. 01 
11 Student Services 3. 00 Couns & Advising 4. 01 
12 Humanism/Altruism 2. 98 Accessibility 4. 00 
13 Effective Management 2. 96 Accountability 3. 80 
14 Freedom 2. 86 Student Services 3. ,79 
15 Social Criticism 2. 66 Intellect Environ 3. ,76 
16 Innovation 2. 61 Innovation 3. 76 
17 Intellect Environ 2. 58 Freedom 3, .56 
18 Faculty/Staff Dev 2. ,55 Community Services 3 .51 
19 Cult/Aesth Awareness 2. ,51 Social Criticism 3, .50 
20 College Community 2, ,46 Cult/Aesth Awareness 3. 67 
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setting their students tend to represent a larger and more 
diverse range o£ abilities, ages, ethnicities, etc. The 
Developmental/Remedial Preparation goal area includes 
recognizing, assessing, and counseling students with basic 
skills needs, providing developmental programs that 
recognize different learning styles and rates, assuring that 
students in developmental programs achieve appropriate 
levels of competencies, and evaluating basic skills 
programs. Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness "is" ranking is 
19th, while the "should be" is 20th (Table 33 and Figure 
16) . 
Overall, for the goal areas on "is" means category in 
Table 34, faculty at all four campuses (100%) rank 
Vocational/Technical Preparation 1st and all but Carroll 
faculty (Lifelong Learning, 25%) rank General Education 2nd 
(75%). Only a 50% consensus rate is evident for 19th ranked 
Social Criticism for Boone and Carroll faculty, and 20th 
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness for faculty at Ankeny and 
Carroll. 
Faculty "should be" goals are presented in Table 35. 
For total faculty "should be" rankings, faculty at two 
campuses rank Vocational/Technical Preparation 1st (50%). 
Faculty at each campus preferred a different 2nd ranked 
goal, and all but the Boone campus ranked General Education 
3rd (75%). Social Criticism is ranked 19th and 
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Table 34. Faculty "is" goals rank ordered by campus 
Rank Ankeny 
1 Voc/ïech Prep 
2 Gen Education 
3 Lifelong Lmg 
4 Accessibility 
5 Couns & Advis 
6 Student Srvcs 
7 Canm Srvcs 
8 Accountability 
9 Dev/Remed Prep 
10 Freedom 
11 Person Develop 
12 Intell Orient 
13 Effect Mgmt 
14 Intell Environ 
15 Fac/Staff Dev 
16 Human/Altruism 
17 Social Critic 
18 Innovation 
19 College Coram 
20 Cult/Aest Aware 
Boone 
Voc/Tech Prep 
Gen Education 
Accessibility 
Effect Mgmt 
Lifelong Lrng 
Student Srvcs 
Freedom 
Accountability 
Person Develop 
Intell Orient 
Dev/Roned Prep 
Ccxnm Srvcs 
College Ccmm 
Intell Environ 
Innovation 
Couns & Advis 
Fac/Staff Dev 
Cult/Aest Aware 
Social Critic 
Human/Altruism 
Carroll 
Voc/Iech Prep 
Lifelong Lrng 
Effect Mgmt 
Dev/Remed Prep 
Accessibility 
General Educ 
Person Develop 
Cottm Srvcs 
Accountability 
Student Srvcs 
Couns & Avdis 
Freedcm 
Fac/Staff Dev 
Intell Orient 
Intell Environ 
Innovation 
Human/Altruism 
College Ccmm 
Social Critic 
Cult/Aest Aware 
Urban 
Voc/Tech Prep 
Gen Education 
Accessibility 
Lifelong Lrng 
Intell Orient 
Dev/Rened Prep 
Couns & Advis 
Person Develop 
Accountability 
Conn Srvcs 
Student Srvcs 
Human/Altruisn 
Effect Mgmt 
Freedom 
Social Critic 
Innovation 
Intell Environ 
Fac/Staff Dev 
Cult/Aest Aware 
College Coram 
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Table 35. Faculty "should be" goals rank ordered by campus 
Rank Ankeny Boone Carroll Urban 
1 Voc/Tech Prep 
2 College Comm 
3 Gen Education 
4 Fac/Staff Dev 
5 Dev/Reoied Prep 
6 Intell Orient 
7 Lifelong Lrng 
8 Effect Mgmt 
9 Couns & Advis 
10 Accountability 
11 Person Develop 
12 Accessibility 
13 Student Srvcs 
14 Ccran Srvcs 
15 Human/Altruism 
16 Intell Environ 
17 Innovation 
18 Freedom 
19 Social Critic 
20 Cult/Aest Aware 
Person/Develop 
Gen Education 
College Ccmm 
Voc/Tech Prep 
Fac/Staff Dev 
Intell Orient 
Lifelong Lrng 
Dev/Etemed Prep 
Innovation 
Freedom 
Intell Environ 
Student Srvcs 
Couns & Advis 
Human/Altruism 
Effect Mgmt 
Conn Srvcs 
Accessibility 
Accountability 
Social Critic 
Cult/Aest Aware 
Voc/Tech Prep 
Dev/Remed Prep 
Gen Education 
Lifelong Lrng 
Fac/Staff Dev 
College Coram 
Couns & Advis 
Intell Orient 
Person Develop 
Effect Mgnt 
Accountability 
Accessibility 
Comm Srvs 
Student Srvcs 
Innovation 
Intell Environ 
Human/Altruism 
Freedom 
Cult/Aest Aware 
Social Critic 
Dev/Remed Prep 
Voc/Tech Prep 
Gen Education 
College Coram 
Intell Orient 
Effect Mgmt 
Person Develop 
Human/Altruism 
Fac/Staff Dev 
Lifelong Lrng 
Couns & Advis 
Accessibility 
Accountab11ity 
Student Srvcs 
Intell Environ 
Innovation 
Freedom 
Comm Srvcs 
Social Critic 
Cult/Aest Aware 
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Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 20th, both by three of the four 
campuses (75%). 
Table 36 and Figure 17 present the order of "is" and 
"should be" goals ranked by students at Ankeny. On both 
lists Vocational/Technical Preparation is ranked 1st, 
General Education 2nd, Social Criticism 19th, and 
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 20th. 
Goal rankings according to Boone students are presented 
in Table 37 and Figure 18. They ranked General Education 
1st, Vocational/Technical Preparation 2nd, and 
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 20th. 
Student rankings for Carroll are displayed in Table 38 
and Figure 19. Unison for the two top and bottom goals are 
General Education (1st), Vocational/Technical Preparation 
(2nd), and Social Criticism (19th), Cultural/Aesthetic 
Awareness (20th), on both dimensions. 
For goal rankings by students at Urban, Table 39 and 
Figure 20 show Vocational/Technical Preparation and General 
Education are ranked 1st and 2nd and Social Crticism and 
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 19th and 20th, again, on both 
dimensions. 
In Table 40 total student "is" goals are rank ordered 
by campus. Students at two campuses ranked both 
Vocational/Technical Preparation (Ankeny and Urban, 50%) and 
General Education (Boone and Carrol, 50%) 1st and 2nd. 
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Table 36. Ankeny students goals rank ordered by "is" and 
"should be" means 
"Is" "Should Be" 
Rank Goal Area Mean Goal Area Mean 
1 Voc/Tech Preparation 4. 15 Voc/Tech Preparation 4. 42 
2 General Education 3. 86 General Education 4. 38 
3 Lifelong Learning 3. 48 Couns & Advising 4. 22 
4 Couns & Advising 3. 40 Develop/Remed Prep 4. 19 
5 Develop/Remed Prep 3. 35 Intellect Orient 4. 12 
6 Student Services 3. 28 Lifelong Learning 4. 10 
7 Intellect Orient 3. 26 College Community 4. 03 
8 Accountability 3. 22 Personal Development 4. 01 
9 Effective Management 3. 21 Student Services 3. 89 
10 Accessibility 3. 21 Faculty/Staff Dev 3. 85 
11 Freedom 3. 19 Effective Management 3. 83 
12 College Community 3. 14 Accountability 3. 79 
13 Faculty/Staff Dev 3. 11 Accessibility 3. 76 
14 Personal Development 3. 00 Human i sm/Altruism 3, ,72 
15 Intellect Environ 2. 95 Intellect Environ 3. 68 
16 Community Services 2. 93 Freedom 3. 63 
17 Innovation 2. 90 Innovation 3, .59 
18 Human ism/Altru i sm 2. 70 Community Services 3, .59 
19 Social Criticism 2. ,69 Social Criticism 3. 33 
20 Cult/Aesth Awareness 2. 52 Cult/Aesth Awareness 3 .09 
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Table 37. Boone students goals rank ordered by "is" and 
"should be" means 
"Is" "Should Be" 
Rank Goal Area Mean Goal Area Mean 
1 General Education 3. 96 General Education 4. 39 
2 Voc/Tech Preparation 3. 88 Voc/Tech Preparation 4. 17 
3 Lifelong Learning 3. 34 Intellect Orient 4. 10 
4 Develop/Remed Prep 3. 29 Oevelop/Remed Prep 4. 06 
5 Intellect Orient 3. 29 Couns & Advising 4. 03 
6 Couns & Advising 3. 24 Personal Development 4. 03 
7 Accessibility 3. 20 College Community 4. 02 
8 Freedom 3. 18 Student Services 3. 97 
9 College Community 3. 15 Lifelong Learning 3. 97 
10 Effective Management 3. 14 Accessibility 3. ,90 
11 Accountability 3. 09 Accountability 3, ,80 
12 Student Services 3. 00 Effective Management 3. 79 
13 Personal Development 2. 99 Faculty/Staff Dev 3. 75 
14 Faculty/Staff Dev 2. 88 Humanism/Altruism 3. 70 
15 Intellect Environ 2. ,86 Intellect Environ 3. 66 
16 Innovation 2. 72 Freedom 3 .56 
17 Community Services 2. ,67 Innovation 3 .51 
18 Social Criticism 2. 67 Community Services 3 .42 
19 Humanism/Altruism 2. 62 Social Criticism 3 .38 
20 Cult/Aesth Awareness 2, .47 Cult/Aesth Awareness 3 .05 
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Table 38. Carroll students goals rank ordered by "is" and 
"should be" means 
"Is" "Should Be" 
Rank Goal Area Mean Goal Area Mean 
1 General Education 4. 09 General Education 4. 48 
2 Voc/Tech Preparation 3. 96 Voc/Tech Preparation 4. 24 
3 Lifelong Learning 3. 58 Intellect Orient 4. 27 
4 Intellect Orient 3. 50 Lifelong Learning 4. 22 
5 Accessibility 3. 44 Couns & Advising 4. 15 
6 Effective Management 3. 26 Develop/Remed Prep 4. 10 
7 Freedom 3. 18 Personal Development 4. 09 
8 Develop/Remed Prep 3. 13 College Community 3. 97 
9 Personal Development 3. 12 Accessibility 3. 95 
10 College Community 3. 12 Faculty/Staff Dev 3. 81 
11 Accountability 3. 07 Effective Management 3. 80 
12 Faculty/Staff Dev 3. 06 Humanism/Altruism 3. 77 
13 Community Services 2. 91 Accountability 3. 71 
14 Humanism/Altruism 2. 90 Innovation 3, ,70 
15 Couns & Advising 2. 87 Intellect Environ 3. 68 
16 Innovation 2. 76 Student Services 3. 67 
17 Intellect Environ 2. 73 Freedom 3. 45 
18 Student Services 2. ,72 Community Services 3 .40 
19 Social Criticism 2. ,63 Social Criticism 3 .18 
20 Cult/Aesth Awareness 2. 42 Cult/Aesth Awareness 2 .97 
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Table 39. Urban students goals rank ordered by "is" 
and "should be" means 
"Is" "Should Be" 
Rank Goal Area Mean Goal Area Mean 
1 Voc/Tech Preparation 4. 05 Voc/Tech Preparation 4. 38 
2 General Education 3. 83 General Education 4. 35 
3 Accessibility 3. 69 Develop/Remed Prep 4. 27 
4 Effective Management 3. 64 Couns & Advising 4. 20 
5 Develop/Remed Prep 3. 56 Intellect Orient 4. 15 
6 Lifelong Learning 3. 45 Accessibility 4. 02 
7 Freedom 3. 38 Lifelong Learning 3. 97 
8 Faculty/Staff Dev 3. 30 College Community 3. 95 
9 Intellect Orient 3. 28 Faculty/Staff Dev 3. 95 
10 Couns & Advising 3. 27 Personal Development 3. 92 
11 Student Services 3. 25 Effective Management 3. 90 
12 College Community 3. 20 Accountability 3. 84 
13 Accountability 3. 13 Student Services 3, 82 
14 Intellect Environ 3. 10 Freedom 3. ,76 
15 Innovation 3. 08 Innovation 3. ,70 
16 Personal Development 2. 97 Intellect Environ 3. ,63 
17 Community Services 2. ,88 Humanism/Altruism 3, .45 
18 Humanism/Altruism 2, ,87 Community Services 3, .41 
19 Social Criticism 2. 72 Social Criticism 3. 30 
20 Cult/Aesth Awareness 2 .  ,64 Cult/Aesth Awareness 2 .34 
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Table 40. Students "is" goals cank ordered by campus 
Rank Ankeny Boone Carroll Urban 
1 Voc/Tech Prep 
2 Gen Education 
3 Lifelong Lmg 
4 Corns & Advis 
5 Dev/Remed Prep 
6 Student Srvcs 
7 Intell Orient 
8 Accountability 
9 Effect Mgmt 
10 Accessibility 
11 Freedom 
12 College Coram 
13 Fac/Staff Dev 
14 Person/Develop 
15 Intell Environ 
16 Coram Srvcs 
17 Innovation 
18 Human/Altruism 
19 Social Critic 
20 Cult/Aest Aware 
Gen Education 
Voc./Tech Prep 
Lifelong Lmg 
Dev/Remed Prep 
Intell Orient 
Couns & Advis 
Accessibility 
Freedom 
College Coram 
Effect P%mt 
Accountability 
Student Srvcs 
Person Develop 
Fac/Staff Dev 
Intell Environ 
Innovation 
Coram Srvcs 
Social Critic 
Human/Altruism 
Cult/Aest Aware 
Gen Education 
Voc/Tech Prep 
Lifelong Lrng 
Intell Orient 
Accessibility 
Effect Mgmt 
Freedom 
Dev/Remed Prep 
Person Develop 
College Ccstm 
Accountability 
Fac/Staff Dev 
Coram Srvcs 
Human/Altruism 
Couns & Advis 
Innovation 
Intell Environ 
Student Srvcs 
Social Critic 
Cult/Aest Aware 
Voc/Tech Prep 
Gen Education 
Accessibility 
Effect Mgmt 
Dev/Remed Prep 
Lifelong Lmg 
Freedan 
Fac/Staff Dev 
Intell Orient 
Couns & Advis 
Student Srvcs 
College Comm 
Accountability 
Intell Environ 
Innovation 
Person Develop 
CcrtEti Srvcs 
Human/Altruism 
Social Critic 
Cult/Aest Aware 
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Social Criticism is ranked 19th by three campuses (75%). 
Cases where there is complete harmony on the "is" dimension 
is for the goal Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness, which is 
ranked last (20th place, 100%). 
The "should be" goals ranked ordered by students for 
each campus are presented in Table 41. As on the student 
"is" list, Vocational/Technical Preparation (Ankeny and 
Urban, 50%) and General Education (Boone and Carroll, 50%) 
are ranked 1st and 2nd. And 100% harmony also exists on the 
"should be" dimension for the final three listings. 
Community Services, Social Criticism and Cultural/Aesthetic 
Awareness take 18th, 19th, and 20th positions, respectively. 
Community Services is concerned with the college's 
relationship with the community: encouraging community use 
of college resources (meeting rooms, computer facilities, 
faculty skills), conducting community forums on topical 
issues, promoting cooperation among diverse community 
organizations to improve availability of services, and 
working with local government agencies, industry, unions, 
and other groups on community problems. Cross (1931) 
asserts that some of the lack of enthusiasm for Community 
Services can probably be attributed to funding problems and 
that it may that the constituencies of community colleges 
simply see the goal of providing community services as 
unrealistic. 
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Table 41. Students "should be" goals rank ordered by campus 
iank Ankeny Boone Carroll Urban 
1 Voc/Tech Prep Gen Education Gen Education Voc/Tech Prep 
2 Gen Education Voc/Tech Prep Voc/Tech Prep Gen Education 
3 Couns & Advis Intell Orient Intell Orient Dev/Rened Prep 
4 Dev/Remed Prep Dev/Remed Prep Lifelong Lmg Couns & Advis 
5 Intell Orient Couns & Advis Couns & Advis Intell Orient 
6 Lifelong Lmg Person Develop Dev/Remed Prep Accessibility 
7 College Cottm College Coram Person Develop Lifelong Lmg 
8 Person Develop Student Srvcs College Coram College Canm 
9 Student Srvcs Lifelorg Lmg Accessibility Fac/Staff Dev 
10 Fac/Staff Dev Accessibility Fac/Staff Dev Person Develop 
11 Effect Mgmt Accountability Effect Mgmt Effect Mgmt 
12 Accountability Effect Mgmt Human/Altruism Accountability 
13 Accessibility Fac/Staff Dev Accountability Student Srvcs 
14 Human/Altruism Human/Altruism Innovation Freedcxti 
15 Intell Environ Intell Environ Intell Environ Innovation 
16 Freedom Freedom Student Srvcs Intell Environ 
17 Innovation Innovation Freedom Human/Altruism 
18 Comm Srvcs Comm Srvcs Coram Srvcs CCNTTO Srvcs 
19 Social Critic Social Critic Social Critic Social Critic 
20 Cult/Aest Aware Cult/Aest Aware Cult/Aest Aware Cult/Aest Aware 
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Analysis of Variance 
The second set of research objectives focused on 
differences among sugbgroups and the statistical 
relationship between them. The subgroups—Ankeny, Boone, 
Carroll, Urban, and trustees—were the independent variables 
used to form the groups for observations, and the 20 goal 
areas were the dependent variables. 
Research questions, 5 through 8, result in the 
formulation of the null hypotheses for this study. Each 
question and hypotheses will be reprinted hereafter as their 
test results are reported. In order to answer the final 
research questions and to test the hypotheses, an analysis 
of variance (ANOVA) test was computed on each goal to 
determine differences as faculty, students, administrators, 
and trustees of the multi-campused Des Moines Area Community 
College believe and wish them to be. 
The ANOVA is an inferential technique used to determine 
whether three or more sample means are significantly 
different from one another. ANOVA results in an F-value, 
which if statistically significant, indicates only that the 
population means are likely to have been drawn from 
different populations and/or are probably unequal. If small 
enough, the hypothesis is rejected. However, ANOVA does not 
specify which means differ significantly from one another. 
Special post hoc tests are used for this purpose (Borg and 
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Gall, 1983). The Scheffe' method is recommended when there 
is a significant F-ratio in the A.NOVA, and when the group 
sample sizes are unequal (Hinkle, Wiersraan and Jurs, 1979). 
When the F-value was found to be statistically significant 
at p=<.05, the Scheffe* test, which is a conservative 
multiple comparison test, is employed to identify where 
important differences exist between groups. 
The SPSSx procedure ONEWAY was used to produce the 
one-way analysis of variance. Output included sums of 
squares, degrees of freedom, mean squares, and the F ratio 
and its significance. Additionally, the SPSSx procedure 
RANGES=SCHEFFË' was used to generate the post hoc test 
results. Output included a matrix denoting the pairs or 
groups that are signficant at the .05 level, based on the 
Scheffe' test. The results of the significant overall 
ANOVAs are presented in Tables 42 through 57 and the 
significant Scheffe* tests are presented in the text. 
Question 5 is "Do significant differences exist between 
the perceived "is" or preferred "should be" perceptions of 
goals for each campus—Ankeny, Boone, Carroll, and Urban?" 
This research question results in the formulation of the 
first null hypothesis for this study: "There will be no 
significant difference between the perceived "is" or 
preferred "should be" responses to each goal area for the 
Ankeny, Boone, Carroll, or Urban canpus." Looking at the 
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data in Tables 42 and 43, two goals. Counseling and Advising 
and Student Services produce significant differences at the 
.05 level on the "is" dimension between Ankeny and Carroll, 
based on the Scheffe' test. Accordingly, the null 
hypothesis is rejected. 
Counseling and Advising means providing career 
counseling services, personal counseling services, and 
academic advising services for students and providing a 
student job placement service. It might be expected that 
limited resources causing cutbacks on counseling and 
nonteaching positions contribute to this dissatisfaction 
index. It might also be explained by the fact that Ankeny 
is the larger campus and, therefore, employ more counselors 
per students. The Student Services significant difference 
between Ankeny and Carroll may partly be explained by the 
recognizing that student health services and financial aid 
are primarily located on and administered by the Ankeny 
campus, as previously mentioned. 
On Counseling and Advising "is" the difference was 
between Ankeny (mean 3.43) and Carroll (mean 3.02) based on 
the Scheffe' test. For the Student Services "is" the 
difference was also between Ankeny (mean 3.33) and Carroll 
(mean 3.03), based on the Scheffe' test. 
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Table 42. ANOVA for Counseling and Advising based on the 
"is" means among campuses 
Source D.F. 
Sum of 
Squares 
Mean 
Squares 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob. 
Between Groups 3 7.4696 2.4899 4.5366 .0039 
Within Groups 331 181.6647 .5488 
Number of Cases 334 
Table 43. ANOVA 
means. 
for Student Services based 
among campuses 
on the " is" 
Source D.F. 
Sum of 
Squares 
Mean 
Squares 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob. 
Between Groups 3 5.2335 1.7445 4.4568 .0044 
Within Groups 328 128.3860 .3914 
Number of Cases 331 
Question 6 is "Do significant differences exist in the 
rank order of perceived "is" or preferred "should be" 
perceptions of goals for each constituent group—faculty 
membersr students, administrators, and trustees?" This 
research question results in the formulation of the second 
null hypothesis for this study: "There will be no common 
ranking of perceived "is" or preferred "should be" goals of 
faculty, students, administrators, or trustees." The 
results of the ANOVA (Tables 44 through 51) show significant 
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intergroup dLEEereaces in the rank order of perceived or 
preferred goals among the faculty, students, and 
administrators. On this issue, the trustee group is for the 
most part dormant. The reader is again cautioned to note 
the size of the trustee group. 
Table 44 contains the data for the ANOVA of the General 
Education "is" for students (mean 3.89) and administrators 
(mean 3.40), as well as for students (mean 3.89) and faculty 
(3.67), based on the Scheffe' test. 
For the Community Services "is" goal the difference 
existed among students (mean 2.89) and faculty (mean 3.25), 
based on the Scheffe' test. Table 45 contains the data. 
Students (mean 3.09) again were most diverse from 
faculty (mean 2.79) on Faculty/Staff Development "is," while 
faculty (mean 4.18) were most different from students (mean 
3.84) on perceptions of the Faculty/Staff Development 
"should be." Tables 46 and 47 contain the data. 
Again on the "is" dimension, students (mean 3.15) and 
administrators (mean 2.32) and students (mean 3.15) and 
faculty (mean 2.60) perceptions were most different on the 
goal College Community, based on the Scheffe' test (Table 
48) . 
Perceptions of the College Community "should be" goal 
were different for faculty (mean 4.30) and students (mean 
4.01). Differences were detected for faculty (mean 3.51) 
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and students (mean 3.25) perceptions for the Accessibility 
"is." On Effective Management the difference was between 
faculty (mean 4.09) and students (mean 3.83) "should be." 
Effective Management means involving those with appropriate 
expertise in making decisions, acheiving general consensus 
regarding fundamental college goals, being organized for 
systematic short- and long-range planning, and engaging in 
systematic evaluation of all college programs. These data 
are presented in Tables 49, 50, and 51, respectively. 
Table 44. ANOVA for General Education based on the "is" 
means among four groups 
Sum of Mean F F 
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 3 6.8934 2.2978 6.4559 .0003 
Within Groups 335 119.2331 .3559 
Number of Cases 338 126.1265 
Table 45. ANOVA for Community Services based on the "is" 
means between four groups 
Sum of Mean F F 
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 3 
Within Groups 332 
Number of Cases 335 
10.0463 
169.3101 
179.3564 
3.3488 
.5100 
6.5666 .0003 
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Table 46. ANOVA for Faculty/Staff Development based on the 
"is" means among four groups 
Sum of Mean F F 
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 3 7.4700 2.4900 4.5322 .0040 
Within Groups 328 180.2023 .5494 
Number of Cases 331 187.6723 
Table 47. ANOVA for Faculty/Staff Development based on the 
"should be" means among four groups 
Sum of Mean F F 
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 3 9.1241 3.0414 8.0130 .0000 
Within Groups 329 124.8729 .3796 
Number of Cases 332 133.9970 
Table 48. ANOVA for College Community based on the "is" 
means among four groups 
Sum of Mean F F 
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Number of Cases 
3 
330 
333 
28.5819 
198.4871 
227.0690 
9.5273 15.8399 .0000 
.6015 
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Table 49. A.NOVA for College Community based on the "should 
be" means among four groups 
Sum of Mean F F 
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 3 6.5817 2.1939 6.6202 .0002 
Within Groups 336 111.3492 .3314 
Number of Cases 339 117.9309 
Table 50. A.NOVA for Accessibility based on the "is" means 
among four groups 
Sum of Mean F F 
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 3 6.5077 2.1692 4.7136 .0031 
Within Groups 327 150.4878 .4602 
Number of Cases 330 156.9955 
Table 51. ANOVA for Effective Management based on the 
"should be" means among four groups 
Sum of Mean F F 
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 3 6.6276 2.2092 6.4894 .0003 
Within Groups 332 113.0240 .3404 
Number of Cases 335 119.6516 
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Question 7, intra-campus analysis. "Do significant 
differences exist between the perceived "is" or preferred 
"should be" perceptions of goals for faculty and students at 
each campus—Ankeny, Boone, Carroll, and Urban?" This 
research question results in the formulation of the third 
null hypothesis: "There will be no significant difference 
between the perceived "is" and preferred "should be" 
responses to each goal for faculty and students each at the 
Ankeny, Boone, Carroll, and Urban campuses. 
Tables 52 and 53 show that the greatest differences for 
faculty occur for the Counseling and Advising "is" goal 
among faculty at Ankeny (mean 3.47) and faculty at Boone 
(mean 2.80) and for the Effective Management "is" goal 
faculty at Ankeny (mean 2.96) and faculty at Carroll (mean 
3.81), based on the Scheffe' test. Consequently, the null 
hypothesis is rejected. 
Data for Tables 54 and 55 show that significant 
differences between the perceptions of goals for students 
occur for the Counseling and Advising "is" goal and the 
Student Services "is" goal. On Counseling and Advising the 
difference was between students at Ankeny (mean 3.40) and 
students at Carroll (mean 2.87), based on the Scheffe' test. 
On Student Services "is" goal the difference was also 
between students at Ankeny (mean 3.28) and students at 
Carroll (mean 2.72). 
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Table 52. ANOVA for Counseling and Advising based on the 
"is" means for faculty among campuses 
Source D.F. 
Sum of 
Squares 
Mean 
Squares 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob. 
Between Groups 3 5.4363 1.8121 3.7662 .0131 
Within Groups 101 48.5958 .4811 
Number of Cases 104 54.0321 
Table 53. ANOVA 
means 
for 
for 
Effective Management based on the 
faculty among campuses 
" is" 
Source D.F. 
Sum of 
Squares 
Mean 
Squares 
F 
Ratio 
F 
Prob. 
Between Groups 3 6.4995 2.1665 3.5338 .0175 
Within Groups 100 61.3076 .6131 
Number of Cases 103 67.8071 
Table 54. ANOVA for Counseling and Advising based on the 
"is" means for students among campuses 
Sum of Mean F F 
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Number of Cases 
3 
203 
206 
5.8557 
119.2554 
125.1111 
1.9519 3.3226 .0208 
.5875 
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Table 55. ANOVA for Student Services based on the "is" 
means for students among campuses 
Sum of Mean F F 
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 3 6.9688 2.3229 5.9008 .0007 
Within Groups 200 78.7331 .3937 
Number of Cases 203 85.7019 
t-test 
The final research question is "Do significant 
differences exist between the perceived "is" or preferred 
"should be" perceptions of goals for administrators or 
trustees?" This eighth research question also results in 
the formulation of the fourth hypothesis: "There will be no 
significant difference between the perceived "is" or 
preferred "should be" responses to each goal for 
administrators or trustees." In order to answer this 
research question and to test the hypothesis, the t-test foe-
independent means was used to compute the differences for 
the two independent variables—faculty and trustees. Borg 
and Gall (1983, p. 543) advise use of the t-test when small 
samples are studied. 
Three goals produce significant differences at the .05 
level: Intellectual Environment "is" (t=2.08, p<.05). 
College Community "is" (t=2.63, p<.05), and Accountability 
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"should be" (t=1.94, p<.05). Therefore, the null hypothesis 
is rejected. The analysis of these data are shown in Tables 
56 through 58. 
Table 56. t-test on Intellectual Environment "is" means 
for admininstrators and trustees 
Number t t 
of Cases Mean Ratio Prob. 
Administrators 21 2.6429 
2.08 0.048 
Trustees 5 3.1667 
Table 57. t-test on College Community "is" means for 
administrators and trustees 
Number 
of Cases Mean 
t 
Ratio 
t 
Prob. 
Administrators 20 
Trustees 6 
2.3250 
3.1667 
2.63 0.015 
Table 58. t-test on Accountability "should be" means for 
administrators and trustees 
Number t t 
of Cases Mean Ratio Prob. 
Administrators 21 
Trustees 6 
4.0000 
4.3333 
1.94 0.064 
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Summary of Data Analysis 
Data from all respondents groups were examined and 
analyzed foe similarities and differences in actual and 
ideal CCGT organizational goal scores both between and 
within groups. Overall responses to the goal items were 
summarized (in Tables 10 through 41 and Figures 3 through 20 
which display rank-order and scores for the 20 goal areas) 
by type, role, and location. Using an ANOVA. and t-test all 
four hypotheses were rejected at the .05 level of 
significance for the 20 goal areas, for the four constituent 
groups, at each of the four DMACC campuses (Tables 42 
through 58). 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The research on which this study was based is reviewed 
in this final chapter. The content is divided into three 
categories. First, Chapter V provides an overview of the 
study and summarizes the findings. Secondly, a discussion 
of conclusions that may be drawn are suggested for each of 
the objectives and hypotheses. Finally, recommendations for 
future research are offered. 
Summary 
This study examined the perceptions of existing and 
desired institutional goal priorities chosen by key 
constituent groups of the four DMACC campuses, regarding the 
importance of goal statements from the CCGI. The CCGT was 
developed by ETS to assist community colleges define their 
educational goals, establish priorities among those goals, 
and give direction to their present and future planning. 
The theoretical framework for the CCGI consists of 90 goal 
statements, 80 of which cover 20 goals areas: 10 outcome 
and 10 process goal areas. The remaining 10 goals are 
treated as the miscellaneous goals. Outcome goals are 
conceived as substantative aims such as the provision of 
specific community services, curriculum emphasis, qualities 
of graduating students, for example. Process goals relate 
to internal campus objectives, which help facilitate the 
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achievement of the outcoitie goals. Each goal is measured by 
four items (see Appendix F). On a Likert 5-point rating 
scale, where 1 indicates no importance and 5 indicates 
extremely high importance, respondents were asked to make 
judgements, on the basis of their perceptions, how much 
importance "is" currently given by the college to a 
particular goal, and how much importance it "should be" 
given. A copy of the survey can be found in Appendix C. 
The study sample consisted of (107) faculty members, 
(213) students, (21) administrators, and (6) trustees 
representing the Ankeny, Boone, Carroll, and Urban campuses 
of DMACC. Data were analyzed by a two-level procedure: 
descriptive and inferential statistics. The descriptive 
statistics were employed to accomplish the first set of 
research objectives. In some cases frequencies, standard 
deviations, discrepancies, and most certainly means were 
calculated for each of the variables and trends were 
described in the patterns of mean scores. Each goal was 
ranked from highest to lowest mean. Goals with the highest 
means were considered most important. 
Differences among subgroups of the population were 
explored through an one-way ANOVA and t-tests for the second 
set of objectives. The four variables—faculty, students, 
administrators, and trustees—were analyzed to identify 
differences among the subgroups—the Ankeny, Boone, Carroll, 
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and Urban campuses. When significant differences (p=<.05) 
were observed, the Scheffe' test was performed as a post hoc 
analysis to discover the nature of the differences among 
groups. 
Overall, the results were consistent with previous 
research. Analysis of the data concerning actual and ideal 
goals indicated all respondent groups reached greater 
agreement on preferred goals than they did on current ones. 
Specific findings of the research are discussed in the 
following section. But generally, there was a high level of 
consensus among all the survey groups. The results, 
discussed below, are interpreted, for the most part, in 
relation to the goal areas that are of high priority. 
Conclusions 
Most goal studies of community colleges have been 
conducted on a single institution, a single state system, or 
multiple colleges, few have been conducted on multi-campus 
community colleges. This research provides a multi-campus 
analysis, examining the perceptions of existing and desired 
institutional goal priorities chosen by key constituent 
groups of the multi-campus, single-unit. Des Moines Area 
Community College (DMACC). The resultant findings are 
discussed for both the research objectives and hypotheses as 
they were developed to explore the nature and extent of 
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differences among subgroups of the population, as well as, 
among the variables. 
Founded initially as a place where eligible students 
could enroll in two years of lower-division undergraduate 
study, the classical functions—transfer, terminal, and 
community service—of community-based public two-year 
colleges are still relevant today and have expanded their 
purposes to encompass a variety of community, cultural, and 
educational needs (Bushnell, 1973). 
The first research objective for this study was to rank 
order the perceived and preferred institutional goal 
priorities for the aggregate group of respondents. Goals 
that were ranked highest were outcome goals, programmatic in 
nature, and compare favorably with the traditional goals of 
community college education. The total group responded 
consensually that emphasis was and should be given to 
Vocational/Technical Preparation and General Education 
programs. The respondents perceptions of these two goals 
suggests these are areas of strength at DMACC. These two 
choices were also recognized by other community college 
goals studies by Capoor (1980), Houston (1981), Story 
(1981), Cross (1981), Harrison (1985), Cross (1989), and 
Findt and Sullins (1990). 
Results of the survey indicate that higher discrepancy 
values are found in process goals College Community and 
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Faculty/Staff Development, which relate to internal campus 
objectives. College Community is the goal statement area 
with the largest discrepancy value, indicating where greater 
emphasis needs to be placed. The ratings of College 
Community are suggestive of lack of a climate of mutual 
trust and respect among students, faculty, and 
administrators. And opportunities for Faculty/Staff 
Development—to gain new knowledge to improve their 
teaching—appears not to be a major direction for the 
immediate future. It is important to note that this study 
was conducted during a time when there was administrative 
reorganization occuring at the college (see Appendix G, 
Figure 2). During this time faculty desired more direct 
involvement in decision making of choosing new leadership 
and expressed concerns about potential candidates. 
Accessibility and Freedom received the lowest 
discrepancy ratings. With four campuses spanning eleven 
counties in addition to extensive credit and non-credit 
course offerings at extension centers and other locations 
throughout the college district, respondents indicate 
Accessibility apparently is not of particular concern. The 
low ranking Freedom received is also evidence that the 
rights of faculty and students to present and hear 
controversial ideas in the classroom no longer receives the 
concern that dominated college campuses in the 1960s. 
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A second research objective observed the ranking of 
goals foe each campus. The results show there also is a 
high level of consensus among the campuses as to the goals 
that are of high priority; General Education and 
Vocational/Technical Preparation. Further observation of 
these data also indicate that all four campuses reach 
greater agreement on preferred "should be" goals (Tables 22 
and 23). Particularly illumminating from the campus data is 
the dissimilar ranking for the goal area Humanism/Altruism, 
by the Boone campus, which is ranked 19th on the "is" list 
and appears 15th on the "should be." Also, the 19th place 
listing is the lowest ranking given by any campus. This 
cause for concern centers around the fact that the Boone 
campus has had several racially motivated incidents. 
Because of its proximity to Ames, Iowa and Iowa State 
University (ISU), many ISU students representing varied 
backgrounds, races, etc., attend the Boone campus for a 
variety of reasons. In light of the. racially motivated 
incidents at this campus, one might conclude that the 
transient nature of these culturally diverse students is 
such that meaningful relationships are difficult to develop 
and exposure, socialization, and community acceptance 
hampered. 
The third research objective sought to rank order the 
perceived "is" and preferred "should be" goal means for each 
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of the four constituent groups—faculty, students, 
administrators, and trustees. Ranking consensus is again 
evident for the "is" and "should be" scales. All four 
constituent groups agree that the community college has an 
obligation to provide Vocational/Technical Preparation and 
that General Education is currently given very high priority 
by the college. Standing out in the data provided by 
Administrators, however, is their 2nd place ranking of 
Student Services, higher than any other group. This ranking 
is especially noteworthy because the Student Services goal 
includes providing advice about financial aid and making 
available health services. The student health and financial 
aid services are administered and primarily offered on only 
the Ankeny campus. Contrary to popular thought, notable 
ooiraisions from the trustees currently important list are 
Accountability and Effective Management. Interestingly 
though, both appear among the top five goals on the 
preferred list. Data from this small external constituent 
group suggest that they are more concerned about attention 
to programmatic issues rather than operational ones. 
The fourth descriptive objective required examination 
of the rank order of the real and ideal goals assessed by 
faculty and students by location. Overall, faculty rate 
Vocational/Technical Preparation as more important than do 
students, whose ratings are equally divided among 
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Vocational/Technical Preparation and General Education on 
both the existing and desired lists. But of particular 
interest from the faculty data are the Eicst place preferred 
rankings for Boone (Personal Development) and Urban 
(Developmental/Remedial Preparation). Both are cause for 
further exploration. 
Personal Development is defined by the identification 
and development of student personal goals, the enhancement 
of self-esteem and direction, and helping students to be 
open, honest, and trusting in their relationships with 
other. It is encouraging that the Boone faculty would rate 
the Personal Development of students the top desired goal, 
especially in light of the previously mentioned observation 
of Humanism/Altruism (respect for diverse cultures) being 
currently ranked so particularly low as an overall campus 
goal. 
It was not a surprise to the investigator that the 
Urban campus faculty would rate Developmental/Remedial 
Preparation the top preferred goal, particularly since the 
nature of their student population is representative of a 
more diverse range of ages, ethnicities, etc. who bring with 
them similarly ranged academic abilities. 
On the part of student ratings, one might be concerned 
that although Counseling and Advising ranks among the top 
five desired, only in one case (Ankeny) does it appear 
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(among the top five) as being of carrent importance. This 
might be explained by the size of the counseling staff at 
Ankeny, which is larger than at the other campuses. Another 
goal ommitted from anticipated high ranking by students is 
Personal Development—defined by the identification and 
development of student personal goals, the enhancement of 
self-esteem and direction, and helping students to be open, 
honest, and trusting in their relationships with others. 
Thus it appears that help for students with decision outside 
of the classroom desirable. 
The final part of this section describes the findings 
and conclusions for relationships among variables. The 
one-way ANOVA and the t-test programs from SPSSx were 
computed to determine the differences between the perceived 
"is" and preferred "should be" perceptions of goals for each 
campus and constituent group. 
Hypothesis 1 was "There will be no significant 
difference between the perceived "is" or preferred "should 
be" responses to each goal area for the Ankeny, Boone, 
Carroll, or Urban campus." The mean scores of respondents 
were subjected to analysis of variance to determine if their 
differences are significant. The results show the goal 
Counseling and Advising (.0039) and Student Services (.0044) 
produce significant differences at the .05 level both 
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between the Ankeny and Carroll campuses. Accordingly, the 
null hypothesis is rejected. 
Hypothesis 2 was "There will be no common ranking of 
perceived "is" or preferred "should be" goals oE faculty, 
students, administrators, or trustees." The results show 
that differences are detected among the internal constituent 
groups—faculty, students, and administrators. Students and 
administrators differed on perceptions of the General 
Education (.0003) "is" goal as well as students and faculty. 
For the Community Services (.0003) "is" goal the difference 
exists most among students and faculty. Students again are 
most diverse from faculty on the Faculty/Staff Development 
(.0040) "is," while faculty members are most different from 
students on perceptions of the Faculty/Staff (.0000) "should 
be." Again on the "is" dimension, students and 
administrators and students and faculty perceptions are most 
different on the goal College Community (.0000). 
Perceptions of the College Community (.0002) "should be" 
goal are different for faculty and students. And 
differences are detected for faculty and students 
perceptions for the Accessibility (.0031) goal "is" and the 
goal Effective Management (.0003) "should be." The external 
group (trustees) have a high degree of congruency. No 
significant differences on the one-way analysis of variance 
are found for them. On the basis of significant differences 
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among faculty, students, and administrators Hypothesis 2 is 
rejected. 
Hypothesis 3 was "There will be no significant 
difference between the perceived "is" or preferred "should 
be" responses to each goal area for faculty and students 
each at the Ankeny, Boone, Carroll, and Urban campuses." 
The greatest differences occurred for the goals Counseling 
and Advising among faculty at Ankeny and Boone (.0131) and 
students at Ankeny and Carroll (.0208). Data for the goals 
Effective Management (.0175) among faculty at Carroll and 
Ankeny and Student Services (.0007) for students at Ankeny 
and Carroll also showed significant differences. 
Consequently, the null hypothesis is rejected. 
The study's final research hypothesis was to determine 
whether significant differences existed between ratings of 
preferred and present importance of goals for administrators 
and trustees. Hypothesis 4 was "There will be no 
significant difference between the perceived "is" or 
preferred "should be" responses to each goal area for 
administrators or trustees." Hypothesis 4 is rejected based 
on significant differences, at the .05 level, existing for 
the goal areas Intellectual Environment (0.048) and College 
Community (0.015). 
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Recommendations 
The findings from this study reflected the priorities 
of 20 institutional goals as perceived by key constituent 
groups at a multi-campus community college, regarding the 
importance of the 90 goal statements from the CCGI. Prior 
to this project, few research efforts were identified as 
multi-campus community colleges goals studies. This study 
has attempted to fill that void. The campus-specific nature 
of this project makes it difficult to generalize these 
results to another institution of higher education, in 
general, but to another community college, more 
specifically. It should be noted again that, for the 
purposes of this research project, no attempt was made to 
determine the advantage or disadvantage of different types 
of organizational structure. 
Central to the operation of every institution is the 
college mission and goals, as described in their mission 
statements. As such, the mission statement for DMACC reads 
"It is the mission of Des Moines Area Community College to 
offer quality educational programs and courses to meet 
diverse community interest and the abilities and personal 
objectives of individuals from varying backgrounds, for the 
purpose of improving the quality of life, economic 
conditions, and public welfare of our state." Campus 
administrators may benefit from a discussion related to the 
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findings for their particular campus to identify strategies 
and activities which would lend direction to conditions for 
CulturalZ&esthetic Awareness, Humanism/Altruism, and Social 
Criticism, as reflected in the mission statement. A step in 
this direction is seemingly plausible, since the minority 
affairs officer now has district-wide responsibility to 
offer educational training programs which address racial, 
cultural, and social issues, and exposes campus constituents 
to a range of learning opportunities. One such effort 
already in place is COLORS (Clearing Our Lives of Racial 
Stress), which is a human relations and sensitivity training 
program, offered as requested. In addition, each year DMACC 
focuses on an international culture. Multi-cultural 
awareness experiences are planned and directed by the staff 
to enable college constituents to become more aware, 
sensitive, and tolerant of alternative life styles, value 
systems, and behavioral responses. 
This study provided a data base to study only selected 
variables—faculty members, students, administrators, and 
trustees at the Ankeny, Boone, Carroll, and Urban campuses 
of DMACC. The data base used to accomplish the objectives 
of this study resulted in a number of recommendations. 
Using the existing data, this study could provide a baseline 
against which future studies could be compared. More 
studies at various times and campus locations should be done 
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extensively. It will be interesting to see if the results 
of this study are duplicated, or if patterns of responses 
change. Research which documents objective differences 
among variables and compares these with survey data would be 
important to assure that results from studies like this one 
are interpreted accurately in the future. 
It is recommended that further studies that focus on 
specific goal areas be examined in terras of constituency 
groups. Future research on this topic could also be 
extended to include staff as well as community members. 
Such an analysis might indicate more specifically where 
differences in perceptions exist. When combined with later 
studies these results may prove beneficial in helping DMACC 
better understand how changes may affect their perceptions. 
Future research on these data should strengthen 
understanding of the effects of various interventions 
through time intervals between studies. 
Additionally, a comparative study of the following 
recommended dichotomous replications are directed to several 
populations and constituencies and could yield useful 
results; 
1. administrative centers vs. satellite campuses for 
other multi-campus community colleges in Iowa (see 
Figure 1). 
2. multi-campus community colleges with campuses in 
rural and urban settings 
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3. a comparison among and between community college 
administrators across the state 
4. a comparison among and between Boards of Trustees 
across the state 
5. a comparison among and between faculty and students 
by academic departments, including: 
a) full-time vs. part-time faculty 
b) full-time vs. part-time students 
c) full-time day vs. full-time evening students 
d) part-time day vs. part-time evening students 
e) credit vs. non-credit students 
It would be interesting to compare these local results 
with the results from a number of other multi-campus, 
single-unit community college goals research efforts. 
Should certain patterns of perceptions result it would then 
be possible to generalize these collective results to other 
multi-campus single-unit community college situations. 
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IOWA STATE 
College of Education 
Professional Studies 
N243 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames. Iowa 50011 
UNIVERSITY Telephone 515-294-4143 
June 12. 1991 
Carol Owen 
Program Director 
College and University Programs 
Educational Testing Services, Rm. 18-U 
Princeton, NJ 08540 
Dear Ms. Owen: 
I am working on the research for my dissertation which is based on use of 
the Community College Goals Inventory (CCGI). Recently, I contacted you by 
phone for an updated copy of the Colleges Administering the Communitv College 
Goals Inventory listed by state, that was included in the specimen set. I also 
inquired about the possibility of obtaining permission to reprint (it) and a copy of 
the CCGI survey booklet in the dissertation. An extensive overview of the 
instrument is included in the study. 
I am now writing to formally request permission to incorporate reprinted 
copies of these items in the written dissertation. With your permission I would 
also like to include reprinted copies of the data for each of the 90 goals statements 
from pages 11-33 of the Summarv Data Report in the Appendix section. Please be 
assured that the sources of these items will be documented. 
I'd appreciate a response at your earliest convenience. If you have any 
questions please call me at (515)233-5246 or FAX me a note at (515)294-4942. 
Sincerely 
[ . _ 
Graduate Student 
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E D C C A T I O X A L  T E S T I N G  S E R V I C E  g  ^  P R I N C E T O N " .  N . J .  0 8 5 4 1  
:ABiE LDUCTESnvC 
"P: RIGHTS UCENSiNC i 
Ti^LlSMARKSOrfiCE June 18, 1991 
Ms. Daphanne L. Thomas 
Iowa State University 
College of Education 
N243 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, lA 50011 
Dear Ms. Thomas: 
Ms. Carol Owen has asked me to provide you with permission to 
incorporate reprinted copies the Community College Goals Inventory 
(CCGI) and also to include reprinted copies of the data for each of 
the 90 goals statements from pages 11-33 of the SmnmarY Data Report 
in the Appendix section as part of your dissertation for the Iowa 
State University. Educational Testing Service is pleased to grant 
this permission, which is nonexclusive and royalty free, under the 
following conditions: 
1. The following credit line will appear on each copy of the 
adapted instrument: 
From Community College Goals Inventory. Copyright 
1979 by Educational Testing Service. All rights 
reserved. Reproduced by permission. 
2. The material is to be used only for the research purpose 
described in your letter. Any further use of this 
material will require an additional permission from ETS. 
3. Following completion of your research all CCGI material 
will be destroyed, except for one archival copy. 
4. You will assume responsibility for the analyses and 
conclusions of your study and other than acknowledgment 
that ETS granted permission for use of the CCGI 
materials, no report of your research will imply ETS 
participation in or responsibility for your study. 
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If these arrangements are satisfactory, please sign both 
copies of this letter and return one copy to me for our records. 
Sincerely, 
Anne F. Harcantonio 
Copyrights & Permissions 
Administrator 
cc: Carol Owen 
ACCEPTED AND AGREED TO: 
I ft/ 
DaWhanne L.U omàs 
Graduate Stut nt 
'Mud. 
COLLEGES ADMINISTERING 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY 
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January 1984 - December 1988 
A L A B A M A  
Enterprise State Junior College 
Enterprise 1986 
Gadsen State Community College 
Gadsen 1987 
ALASKA 
Anchorage Community College 
Anchorage 1985 
A R I Z O N A  
Yavapai College 
Prescott 1984 
C A L I F O R N I A  
Consumnes River College 
Sacramento 1985 
Marin Communitv College 
Kentfieid 1987 
ILLINOIS 
Chicago City-Wide College* 
Chicago 1988 
Elgin Communitv College 
Elgin 1985 
Harold Washington College* 
Chicago 1988 
Harry S. Truman College* 
Chicago 1988 
Kennedy-King College* 
Chicago 1988 
Malcolm X College* 
Chicago 1988 
O l i v e -Harvev College" 
Chicago 1988 
Richard Daley College* 
Chicago 1988 
Wilbur Wright College* 
Chicago 1988 
Merced College 
Merced 1985 
Moorpark College 
Moorpark 1986 
IOWA 
Iowa Lakes Community Colleg: 
Esterville 1986 
CONNECTICUT 
Quinebaug Valley Community College 
Danielson 1984 
KANSAS 
Seward County Community CoHeg 
Liberal 1986 
DELAWARE 
Delaware Tech. and Community College 
Georgetown 1986 
Questions about the Community College Goals 
Inventory or the Institutional Research Progn'.m 
Higher Education should be addressed to: 
ETS College and University Programs 
Princeton, New Jersey 0854I-OÔ01 
MASSACHUSETTS 
Quinsigamond Community College 
Worcester 1988 
MICHIGAN 
Jordan College 
Cedar Springs 1987 
MINNESOTA 
Lakewood Community College 
White Bear Lake 1985 
Willmar Community College 
Willmar 1984 
MISSOURI 
Mineral Area College 
Flat River 1987 
NEBRASKA 
Central Community College 
Grand Island 1988 
NEVADA 
Northern Nevada Community College 
Elko 1985 
NEW JERSEY 
Burlington County College 
Pemberton 1986 
Union County College 
Cranford 1988 
NEW MEXICO 
Northern New Mexico Community 
College 
Espanola 1986 
NEW YORK 
Adirondack Community College 
Glens Falls 1987 
Columbia-Greene Community College 
Hudson 1985 
Dutchess Community College 
Poughkeepsie 1984 
Genesee Community College 
Batavia 1988 
Mohawk Valley Community College 
Utica 1986 
Monroe Community College 
Rochester 1984 
Suffolk County Community College 
Selden 1987 
NORTH CAROLINA 
Davidson County Community College 
Lexington 1984 
Southeastern Communitv College 
Whiteville 1984 
Technical College of Almance 
Haw River 1986 
OHIO 
Belmont Technical College 
St. Clairsville 1988 
Central Ohio Technical College 
Newark 1987 
OKLAHOMA 
Rose State College 
Midwest City 1984 
OREGON 
Lane Community College 
Eugene 1988 
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SOUTH CAROLINA 
Greenville Technical College 
Greenville 1985 
Horry Georgetown Technical College 
Conway 1985 
Trident Technical College 
Charleston 1987 
University of South Carolina - Lancaster 
Lancaster 1985 
TENNESSEE 
Columbia State Community College 
Columbia 1984 
Dyersburg State Community College 
Dyersburg 1984 
Jackson State Community College 
Jackson 1984 
Motlow State Community College 
Tullahoma 1984 
Nashville State Technical Institute 
Nashville 1984 
Roane State Community Collesge 
Harriman 1984 
Pellissippi State Technical Community 
College 
Knoxville 1988 
Tri-Cities State Technical Institute 
Bluntsville 1984 
Walters State Community College 
Morristown 1984 
TEXAS 
Brazosport College 
Lake Jackson 1987 
Cooke County College 
Gainesville 1984 
Laredo Junior College 
Laredo 1985 
UTAH 
Snow College 
Ephraim 1986 
VIRGINIA 
Lord Fairfax Community College 
Middletown 1988 
Mt. Empire Community College 
Big Stone Gap 1987 
WASHINGTON 
Bellevue Community College 
Bellevue 1984 
WYOMING 
Sheridan College 
Wyoming 1986 
*Noel-Levitz Study 
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APPENDIX B. 
HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE APPROVAL 
Information for Review of Research Involving Human Subjects 
Iowa Stoi* University 
(Please type and use the attached jr^ ^uctions for completing this form) 
TitlenfPm^ An analysis of thP oercpotinng'nf institutional onaT pr-tnHftP^ amnn"^ fn..». 
major constituent groups at a multicampus comnunlty college 
I agree to provide tlie proper sarvdnance of diis project to insure that the limits and welfare of the bmnan subjects are 
protected. I will report any adverse reactions to the committffft AdtUtions to or dunges in research pncednres after the 
projecthas been approvedv^ be submitted to thecommitteeforreview. lagree to request renewalof approval for anyprojeci 
continuing more than one year. ^-\h / 
U ;t Ot I h-yyf. Daphannp I . Thomas 
Typed Nme of Pnndpal Iavesu(itar 
Professional Studies 
Oepaitment 
7/3/90 
One PnacipailnvestigiSor 
N243 Laqotnarcino Hall ^ 
Cimpos Address 
294-4143 
Campus Tdephooe 
3. Si] Y^gatos Date Relationship to Principal Livestigator 
7/3/90 Cotnmittee Chai roerson 
4. Principal Investigator(s) (check aU that apply) 
• Faculty • Staff 1X3 Graduate Student • Undergraduate Student 
5. Project (check ail that apply) 
• Research g] Thesis or dissertation Q Class project • Indqjendent Study (490,590, ] projea) 
6. Number of subjects (complete all that apply) 
1,037# Adults, non-students _Q_ # ISU student 0 # minors under 14 __ other (explain) 
^#nunors 14-17 
7. Brief descripdoo (^proposed research involving human subjects: @eeittslnictions,Item7. Use an additional page if 
needed.) 
See attached 
•• - •• • —.TTr" f # •*-
'44 « --I.* • •» 
(Please do not send researdi, thesis, or dissertation proposals.) 
8. Infonned Consent: Q Signed infinmed consent will be obtained. (Attadi a copy (^yoarftxm.) 
[3 Modified infonned consent win be obtained. (See instructioas. item 8.) 
n Not applicable to this project. 
* completion and return of the survey will imply informed consent 
9. Confidentiality of Data: Describe below the method! to be oied lo ensure the confidentiality of ditx obtained. (See 
instructions, item 9.) 
The Comnunlty College Goal Inventory (èc^) Is Intended to be completely confidential. 
Names will not be placed on the Inventory.. All responses will,remain anonymous with a 
college identified by code In thfe'ihalï^fs^"' Results'WnV.be' sunmarlied only according 
to group, i.e., trustees, adm1hist)rators, faculty, and students. In.no Instance will 
responses of individuals be reported. -
10. What risks or discomfoct will be pan of the study? Will subjects in the research be placed at risk or incur discomfon? 
Describe any risks to the subjects and precautions that will be taken to minimize than. ÇTbc concept of risk goes beyond 
physical risk and includes risks to subjects' digni^ and self-reqiect as well as psychological or emotional risk. See 
instructions, item 10.) 
The CCGI ordinarily takes- (no longer than) 45 minutes to complete. 
11. CHECK ALL of the following that ^ ly to your research: 
• A. Medical clearance necessary before subjects can paitkipate 
• B. Samples (Blood, tissue, etc.) from subjects 
• C Adnùnistration of substances (foods, dnigs, etc.) to subjects 
• D. Physical exercise or conditioning for subjects 
• E. Decqition of subjects 
• F. Subjects under 14 years of age and/br Q Subjects 14-17 years of age 
• G. Subjects in institutions (nursing homes, prisons, etc.) 
• H. Research must be approved by another institution or agency (Attadi letters (tfqjproval) 
If you checked any of the items ia 11, please complete the following in the space below Onchide any attachments): 
Items A - D Describe the procedures and note the safety pxecauiions being taken. 
ItemE Describe how subjects win be deceived; justify die decqxioo; indicate the ddjciefing procedure, including 
the timing and infixmatk» to be preseniBd to subjects. 
ItemF For subjects under the age 14. indicate how infionnedcoBseatfiqn parents or legally authorized tqie-
sentatives as wdl as from subjects win be obcained. 
ItemsG&H ^pw-^^th^'agwirynriiwritniinnthiitiniisiMpprovelfaepmjeQ. If snlyeM in any antside agency nr 
institution areinvolved,qiprovalmnstbeobtainedpnQrtobeginningtheieseardi.aidtheIetterofiqiproval 
AouIdbeGIed. 
y '  15 Ï  
( Checklist for Attachments and Time Schedule 
The foilbwing are attached (please check): 
12.0 Letter or written statement to subjects indicating clearly: 
a) purpose of the research 
b) the use ofany identifier codes (names, #'s). how they will be used, and when they will be 
_ removed (ses Item; 17)\ v. r" 
c)-aiiestin]ateQf-timeneededforpattîdpatioain«thei6seaich.and.th&pIace. 
(Q' if applicable, locatioitof the research activity 
e): howyou will ensure-con&ientiaiityt 
iaa.Iongtudinalstndy;nbtêwheaandhowyottwilIcbntactSQbjectslaiDer"'"}!- J 
\ L slP pamdpatibà i^ voluntary;.nônpardcqàtionrwillnbca^ccev^uaiionsoÊthe sibjecc. 
U.Q Consent form applicable).- " 
:. 14.QLei^ôf approval Goc research. Sont cooperating organizations or institutions applicable) 
' IS.gJData-gatfaering instruments 
16. Anticipated dates for contact with subjects: 
First Contact Last Contact 
July 10. 1990 July 24, 1990 
Mouh/Day/Year Month./Day/Year 
17. If applicable: anticipated date that identiSers win be removed &om completed survey instniments and/or audio or visual 
tapes will be erased: 
August 10, 1990 
Month / Day / Year 
18. Si of DersFeaental Execudve OfGcer Date Deparopent or Administrative 
19. Decision of the University Human Subjects Review Committeer 
Project Approved Project Not Approved No Action Required 
Patricia M. Keith 
Name of Committee Chairperson Date Signature of Committee Chairperson 
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7. Brief description of proposed research involving human 
subjects : 
The purpose of this study is to examine the perceptions 
of 1,037 subjects who represent four major constituent 
groups at a multicampus community college, concerning 
current and preferred institutional goal priorities. 
This research will describe and analyze goal consensus 
and dissonance of (9) trustees, (34) administrators, (219) 
full-time faculty, and (775) students at the four-campus. 
Des Moines Area Community College (DMACC), i.e., Ankeny, 
Boone, Carroll, & Urban. 
The Educational Testing Service (ETS) developed 
research instrument, the Community College Goal Inventory 
(CCGI), consists of a series of 90 statements of possible 
community college goals. Respondents indicate their views 
of these goals on a five-point scale ranging from "Of No 
Importance" to "Of Extremely High Importance," both as they 
exist at the college and as the respondents would like them 
to exist. 
The CCGI will be mailed to each constituent group 
member along with a cover letter with key information about 
the study, use of the data, and assurance of annonymity. A 
memorandum will be sent to each faculty member requesting 
that they announce in their classes where survey collection 
sites will be located at each campus, and all subjects will 
be mailed a follow-up postcard. 
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COMMUmTY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY 
To the respondent 
During the past decade a number of educational, social, and economic circum­
stances have made it necessary for community colleges to reach clear, and often 
new, understandings about their goals. Now, widespread financial and enroll­
ment concerns make it imperative for colleges to specify the objectives to which 
limited resources may be directed. . 
The Community College Goals Inventory (CCG!) was developed as a tool to 
help colleges delineate their goals and establish priorities among them. The 
instrument does not tell colleges what to do in order to reach the goals. Instead, 
it provides a means by which many individuals and constituent groups can con­
tribute their thinking about desired institutional goals. Summaries of the results 
of this thinking then provide a basis for reasoned deliberations toward final 
definition of college goals. 
The Inventory was designed to address the specific needs and concerns of 
community colleges. About half of the goal statements in the Inventory refer to 
what may be thought of as "outcome" or substantive goals colleges may seek to 
achieve (e.g., qualities of graduating students, kinds of service). Statements 
toward the end of the instrument relate to "process" goals—goals having to do 
with college environment and the educational process. 
The CCGI is intended to be completely confidential. Results will be 
summarized only for groups—faculty, students, trustees, and so forth. In no 
instance will responses of individuals be reported. The Inventory ordinarily 
should not take longer than ^5 minutes to complete. 
page two 
DIRECTIONS 
K9— 
The Inventory consists of 90 statements of First — How important is the goal at this 
possible institutional goals. Using the answer institution at the present time? 
key shown In the examples below, you are 
asked to respond to each statement in two Then — In your judgment, how important 
different ways: should the goal be at this institution? 
EXAMPLES 
A. to require a common core of learning 
experiences for all students... 
is 
should be 
ŒD 
CD 
CO 
CO 
CO CZD 
CO CO 
In this example, the respondent believes the goal "to require a common core of learning experiences for all 
students" is presently of extremely high importance, but thinks that it should be of medium importance. 
B. to give alumni a larger and more direct 
role in the work of the institution... 
is 
should be 
(—D 
CO CO 
CO 
CO 
CO CO 
CO 
In this example, the respondent sees the goal "to give alumni a larger and more direct role in the work of 
the institution" as presently being of low importance, but thinks that it should be of high importance. 
Unless you have been given other 
instructions, consider the institution 
as a whole in making your judgments. 
In qwt'mq should be responses, do not 
be restrained by your beliefs about 
whether the goal, realistically, can 
ever be attained on the campus. 
Please try to respond to every goal 
statement in the Inventory, by 
blackening one oval after is and one 
oval should be. 
Use any soft lead pencil. Do not 
use colored pencils or a pen—ink, 
ball point, or felt tip. 
Mark each answer so that it 
completely fills (blackens) the 
intended oval. Please do not make 
checks (v/) or X's. 
• Additional Locally Written Goal Statements-Local Option (91-110): A 
section is included for additional goal statements of specific interest or 
concern. These statements will be supplied locally. If no statements are 
supplied, leave this section blank and go on to the Information Questions. 
• Information Questions (111-117); These questions are included to enable 
each institution to analyze the results of the Inventory in ways that will be 
the most meaningful and useful to them. Respond to each question that 
applies. 
• Subgroups (118) and Supplementary Information Questionsd 19-124); If 
these sections are to be used instructions will be given locally for marking 
these items. If not, please leave them blank. 
The Community College Goals Inventory was adapted from the Institutional Goals Inveniorv ana 
was oeveloDed m cooperation with the American Association of Community and Junior Colleges 
Copyright Î 1979 by Educational Testing Service All rights reserved 
No part of this instrument may be adapted or reproduced 
in any form without permission m writing rrom the pu&lisner 
PutilisneC and distributed by ETS Community anc junior Colleat- Proorams 
Princeton New Jersey 085-' 
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1. to ensure that students acquire a basic knowledge of 
communications, the humanities, social sciences, mathe­
matics, and natural sciences ... 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
GD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
2. to teach students methods of inquiry, research, and 
problem definition and solution . .. 
is 
should be 
GZ) 
CZD 
OD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD CD 
3. to offer courses that enable adults in the community to 
pursue vocational, cultural, and social interests... 
is 
should be 
G3 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD CD 
CD 
4. to ensure that students who graduate have achieved some 
level of reading, writing, and math competency... 
is 
should be 
ŒD 
C=D 
CD 
CZD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD: 
5. to increase the desire and ability of students to undertake 
self-directed learning ... 
is 
should be 
CD 
C3 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD j CD 
CD 1 CD 
6. to provide a general academic background as preparation 
for further, more advanced or specialized work... 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 1 CD 
CD 1 CD 
: 7. to develop students' ability to synthesize knowledge from 
a variety of sources. . . 
is 
should be 
(—> 
C3 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 1 CD 
CD 1 CD 1 
8. to seek to instill in students a commitment to a lifetime 
of learning... 
is 
should be 
CZ) 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
GD j CZ 
CD 1 CD 
9. to ensure that students acquire knowledge and skills that 
will enable them to live effectively in society. .. 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
10. to instill in students a capacity for openness to new ideas 
and ways of thinking. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD CD 
11. to be committed as a college to providing learning 
opportunities to adults of all ages. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
i 
12. to encourage students to learn about foreign cultures, for 
example, through study of a foreign language. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD : CD 
13. to award degree credit for knowledge and skills acquired 
in nonschool settings. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD CD CD 
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14. to increase students' sensitivity to and appreciation of 
various forms of art and artistic expression. . . 
is 
should be 
O 
c—) 
O j GD 
GD 1 QD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CO 
15. to help students identify their personal goals and develop 
means of achieving them. . . 
is 
should be 
(—) 
CD 
CD 
CZ) 
CD 
CD 
GO 
CD 
CO 
GO 
16. to help students understand and assess the important 
moral issues of our time. . . 
is 
should be 
CZ5 
CO 
CD 
GZ5 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
GO 
CO 
17. to encourage students to elect courses in the humanities or 
arts beyond required course work. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CZD 
CZ) 
CZ) 
CO 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CO 
18. to help students develop a sense of self-worth, self-
confidence. and self-direction. .. 
is 
should be 
Œ3 
CZ) 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD CD 
GO 
GO 
19. to help students understand and respect people from 
diverse backgrounds and cultures... 
is 
should be 
CZD 
ŒD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CO 
CD 
20. to encourage students to express themselves artistically, 
such as in music, painting, and film-making. . . 
is 
should be 
CZ) 
C—3 
CD 
CO 
CD 
CZ3 
CD 
CD 
GO 
CO 
1 21. to help students achieve deeper levels of self-
understanding. . . 
is 
should be 
(—) 
CO 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD • 
c=: 
, 22. to encourage students to become committed to working for 
peace in the world... 
is 
should be 
CZD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CO 
CD 
GO 
CO 
. 23. to acquaint students with forms of artistic or literary 
expression from non-Western cultures, such as African 
j or Asian. . . 
is 
should be 
CO 
cz> 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CO 
CO 
CD 
• 24. to help students to be open, honest, and trusting in their 
relationships with others. . . 
is 
should be 
CZD 
<—> 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CO 
GZD 
GO 
25. to encourage students to have an active concern for the 
general welfare of their communities. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
O 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CO 
CO 
GO 
26. to provide opportunities for students to prepare for specific 
vocational/technical careers, such as bookkeeping, 
computer technology, and cosmetology. . . should be 
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27. to identify and assess basic skills levels and then counsel 
students relative to their needs. . . 
is 
should be 
(—) 
CD 
CD 
CZD 
CO 1 C3 j (= 
i 1 CD j o 1 cz: 
28. to make available to community groups college resources 
such as meeting rooms, computer facilities, and faculty 
problem-solving skills. . . 
is 
should be 
ŒD 
C3 
CD 
'CD CD 
CD 
CD CD 
29. to provide critical evaluations of current values and 
practices in our society... 
is 
should be 
O 
(ZD 
O 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD j CD 
CD 1 CD 
30. to offer educational programs geared to new and emerging 
career fields. . . 
i 
is 
should be 
CD 
C=D 
CD 
CD 
CD 1 CD I CD 
I '• CD I CD : CD 1 : 
31. to ensure that students who complete developmental 
programs have achieved appropriate reading, writing, and 
mathematics competencies... 
is 
should be 
CZD 
CD 
GD 
O 
CZD 1 CD j CZ 
CD j CD ; CD 
32. to offer alternative developmental (basic skills) programs 
that recognize different learning styles and rates... 
is 
should be 
CD 
(—) 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CCD 
CD i CD 
33. to serve as a source of ideas and recommendations for 
changing social institutions. . . 
is 
should be 
C=5 
C3 
CD 
CZD 
CD j CD i CD 
i C3D i 1 \ • 
34. to convene or conduct community forums on topical issues 
such as conservation of energy, crime prevention, and 
community renewal. . . 
is 
should be 
CZD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD i CD I CD 
j i 
CD 1 CD 1 CD 
35. to cooperate with diverse community organizations to 
improve the availability of educational services to area 
residents. . . 
is 
should be 
(—) 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CO 
CD 
CD i CD 
i 
CD ; CD 
36. to provide opportunities for individuals to update or 
upgrade present job skills. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD i CD i CD 
1 ! CD ! GD ; CD 
1 : 
37. to work with local government agencies, industries, 
unions, and other community groups on community 
problems. 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CO 
CD i CD ^ CD 
CD i CD CD 
! 1 
38. to provide retraining opportunities for individuals who wish 
to qualify for new careers or acquire new job skills. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CZD j C—) j CZD CZZ 
(—3 1 C3 CZZ — 
39. to help students learn how to bring about changes in our 
social, economic, or political institutions. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
i i • 
Dage six 
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by blackening one oval after is and 
one after sfiould be. 
40. to be engaged, as an institution, in worlcing for basic 
changes in our society. . . 
should be 
CZD CD CZD 
41. to evaluate continuously the effectiveness of basic skills 
instruction. . . 
should be 
42. to maintain support services for students with special 
needs, such as disadvantaged, or handicapped... 
should be CD CZD CZD 
43. to commit college resources to faculty and staff 
development activities. . . 
should be CZD CZD CD 
44. to provide career counseling services for students. . . 
should be 
CD I CD 
CD I CD 
45. to conduct a comprehensive student activities program 
consisting of social, cultural, and athletic activities... 
IS 
should be 
CZD CZD 
CD 
CD 
CZD 
46. to provide opportunities for professional development of 
faculty and staff through special seminars, workshops, 
or training programs... 
CD CD 
should be czd 
CZD 
CD 
47. to provide personal counseling services for students.. . CD OD 
should be CD 
48. to provide comprehensive advice for students about 
financial aid sources... 
should be 
CD 
CZD 
CZD 
49. to evaluate faculty in an appropriate and reasonable 
manner in order to promote effective teaching... 
czd 
should be 
CZD 
CZD 
CD 
CZD 
50. to provide academic advising services for students. IS 
should be 
CD 
51. to operate a student job-placement service.. . 
should be CZD 
52. to operate a student health service that includes health 
maintenance, preventive medicine, and referral services.. 
should be 
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53. to provide flexible leave and sabbatical opportunities for 
faculty and staff for purposes of professional development.. . 
is 
should be 
CZ) 
C3 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
O 
CD 
54. to create a campus climate in which students spend much 
of their free time in intellectual and cultural activities... 
is 
should be 
CO 
(—) 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
55. to build a climate on the campus in which continuous 
educational innovation is accepted as an institutional way 
of life. .. 
is 
should be 
CZ5 
(ZD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
C2D 
CD 
C2 
CD 
56. to maintain a climate in which faculty commitment to the 
goals and well-being of the institution is as strong as 
commitment to professional careers. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CZD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
57. to create a climate in which students and faculty may easily 
come together for informal discussion of ideas and mutual 
interests. . . 
is 
should be 
CZ) 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
58. to experiment with different methods of evaluating and 
grading student performance. . . 
is 
should be 
CZD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
C3D 
CD 
CD 
CD 
59. to maintain a climate in which communication throughout 
the organizational structure is open and candid. .. 
is 
should be 
C=> 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CZD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
60. to sponsor each year a rich program of cultural events, such 
as lectures, concerts, and art exhibits. . . 
is 
should be 
CO 
C3 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CZD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
51. to experiment with new approaches to individualized 
instruction such as tutorials, flexible scheduling, and 
students planning their own programs.. . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
62. to maintain a climate at the college in which differences 
of opinion can be aired openly and amicably.. . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CO 
CD 
CD 
ŒD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
63. to create an institution known in the community as an 
intellectually exciting and stimulating place. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
64. to create procedures by which curricular and instructional 
innovations may be readily initiated. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 1 
CD 1 Œ3 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
i 
; CD 
65. to maintain a climate of mutual "rust and respect among 1 is • :—:• : CD 
students, faculty, and administrators. . ' , 
; shoulo he ' 
CD CD) 
t 
oaae eiaht 
Piease respond to all goat statements 
by blackening one oval after is and 
one after should be. 
66. to ensure that students are not prevented from hearing 
speakers presenting controversial points of view. . . 
is 
should be 
C=) 
(—) 
CD 
CD 
CO 
CO 
CD 
CO 
CD 
CO 
67. to set student tuition and fees at a level such that no one 
will be denied attendance because of financial need... 
is 
should be 
CZD 
O 
CD i CD 
CO j CO 
CO 
CD 
CO 
CD 
68. to involve those with appropriate expertise in making 
important campus decisions. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CZD 
CO 
CO 
CD 
CD 
GZ3 
CD 
CO 
CO 
69. to ensure the freedom of students and faculty to choose 
their own life styles, such as living arrangements and 
personal appearance. . . 
is 
should be 
ŒD 
CZ3 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CO 
CD 
CO 
CO 
CD 
70. to offer programs at off-campus locations and at times that 
accommodate adults in the community. .. 
is 
should be 
CO 
CZ) 
CD 
CO 
CD 
CD 
CD CO 
CD 
71. to maintain or work to achieve a large degree of autonomy 
or independence in relation to governmental or other 
educational agencies... . 
is 
should be 
CO 
CD 
CO 
CO 
CO 
CD 
CO 
CD 
CD 
CO 
72. to achieve general concensus on the campus regarding 
fundamental college goals.. . 
is 
should be 
ŒD 
CD 
CD 
CO 
CZD 
CO 
CD 
CO 
CO 
CO 
73. to place no restrictions on off-campus political activities by 
faculty or students. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CZD 
CO 
CD 
CO 
CO 
CD 
CD 
CO ; 
CD! 
74. to recruit students who in the past have been denied, have 
not valued, or have not been successful in formal 
education. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CZD 
CO 
CD 
CD 
CZD ; 
75. to be organized for systematic short- and long-range 
planning for the whole institution. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CO 
CO 
Œ) 
CD 
CO: 
<=>; 
76. to protect the right of faculty members to present 
unpopular or controversial ideas in the classroom.. . 
is 
should be 
CD 
ŒD 
CO 
CO 
CD 
CO 
CO 
CO 
CO 
CO 
77. to mamtain or move to a policy of essentially open 
admissions, and then to develop worthwhile educational 
experiences for all who are admitted. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CO 
CO 
CO 
O 
CD 
CO 
CD 
78. to engage in systematic evaluation of all college 
programs-. . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CO 
CO 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CZD 
CD 
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79. to consider benefits in relation to costs in deciding among 
alternative college programs... 
is 
should be 
(=) 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
80. to include local citizens in planning college programs that 
will affect the local community.. . 
is 
should be 
CZ) 
(=3 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
81. to provide regular evidence that the institution is actually 
achieving its stated goals.. . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CO 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
82. to interpret systematically the nature, purpose, and work 
of the college to local citizens... 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CZD 
CD 
CD 
83. to monitor the efficiency with which college operations are 
conducted. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
84. to provide educational experiences relevant to the interests 
of Blacks, Chicanos. Puerto Ricans, and Native 
Americans. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
(CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
85. to develop arrangements by which students, faculty, 
administrators, and trustees can be significantly involved 
in college policy making. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD) 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 1 CD 
CD j CTD 
86. to seek to maintain high standards of academic 
performance throughout the institution. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD ' 
CCD ; 
87. to be accountable to funding sources for the effectiveness 
of college programs. . . 
•• 
is 
should be 
C=D 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD ! 
CD ; 
88. to excel in intercollegiate athletics.. . is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
89. to provide educational experiences relevant to the interests 
of women. . . 
is 
should be 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
<=D 
CZD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
90. to serve as a cultural center in the community. . . | is 
1 
1 should be 
CD 
I <=^ 
1 
CD 
CD 
L 
CD 
CCD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
If additional locallv written goal statements have been provided, use page ten for responding and then go on to page eleven. 
If no additional goal statements were given, leave page ten blank and answer the information questions on page eleven. 
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ADDITIONAL GOAL STATEMENTS 
(Local Option) 
If you have been provided with additional goal statements, use this section 
for responding. Use the same answer key as you used for the first 90 items, and 
respond to both is and should be. 
91. is C3 czd co co czd 101. is CD CD CD CZD œd| 
should be O œd co œd czd should be CZD ced czd czd coi 
i-
is CD czd co co co 102. is co co co CD CDÎ 
should be czd czd co co co should be co CD co CD CD| 
93. is <—> œd co CD co 103. is co CD co co coi 
should be c3 czd co co co should be czd œd co co œdi 
94. is czd œd co CD czd 104. is CD C3D CD CD œd! 
should be cz) co co œd CD should be CD CD co CD czdj 
95. is cz3 co czd czd co 105. is co co co CD co 
should be œd œd co œd co should be co CD co CZD co 
96. is œd œ3 co CD œd 106. is co C3D CD CD œd 
should be czd œd co co co should be CZD co co œd CD 
97. Is czd co co CD co 107. is CD co CZD CD co 
should be czd œd czd co co should be CD czd co czd CD 
98. is cz) œd CD co co 108. is co co CD co œd 
should be œd co co czd CD should be co co co co co 
99. is 
should be 
CZD 
CZ) 
œd 
co 
co 
CD 
co 
czd 
co 
co 
109. is 
should be 
CD 
co 
czd 
co 
CD 
CD 
co 
co 
CZD 
co 
100. is O cz) CD czd œd 110. is CD co co CD co 
should be cz) CD •CD CD co should be co CD co czd co 
r^n r»n tr> lacT nanc. 
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INFORMATION QUESTIONS 
Please mark one answer for eqcgguestlon below that applies to you. 
in. Mark the one that best describes 
your role. 
Faculty member 
Student 
Administrator 
Governing/coordinating board member 
Advisory committee member 
*-2-' Community member 
CD Other 
116. Students: indicate number of credits earned. 
15 or fewer 
16-30 
31-45 
46-60 
more than 60 
Noncredit student 
117. Students: indicate current enrollment 
status (mark only one). 
CD 
112. Faculty and students: mark one field of 
teaching or. for students, major field 
of study. 
Biological/physical sciences 
Agriculture/agriculture technologies 
Math/computer science/data processing 
Social services (e.g. criminal justice, child care) 
Liberal arts 
Fine arts, performing arts 
Health science professions 
Business 
Pre-engineering/engineering technologies 
Other 
CZ3 
CD 
Full-time, day 
Part-time, day 
Full-time, evening 
Part-time, evening 
Noncredit/ credit-free 
ŒD 
113. Faculty: indicate academic rank. 
CD Instructor 
Assistant professor 
Associate professor 
Professor 
Other 
118. SUBGROUPS—one response only. 
Instructions will be given locally for 
gridding this subgroup item. 
If instructions are not given, leave blank. 
CD One 
(~r~> Two 
cm Three 
CD Four 
CD Five 
114. Faculty: indicate pr/mary teaching 
arrangement. 
OPTIONAL INFORMATION QUESTIONS. 
If you have been provided with additional infor­
mation questions, use this section for responding. 
Mark only one response for each question. 
119. 120. 121. 122. 123. 124. 
CD Full-time, day 
CUD Part-time, day CD CD CD CD CD CD 
CD Full-time, evening CD CD CZD CD CZD CD 
CD Part-time, evening CD CD CD CD CD CD 
CTD Dthpr CD ŒD CD CD CD CD 
CD CD CD CD CD CD 
All respondents: indicate age at CZD CD CD CD CD CZD 
last birthday. CD CD CD CD CD CD 
CD CD CD CD CD CD 
^—' Under 20 CD CD CD CD CD CD 
CD 20 to 29 CD CD CD CD CD CD 
GD 
CD 
30 to 39 
40 to 49 
50 to 59 
60 or over If vou nave any questions, comments, or comoiainis atjout tne invemorv. siease send ihem to Communttv 
College Goats inventory. ETS Community and Junior CoHeqe Programs. Princeton. N j 085^1 
THANK YOU 
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IOWA STATE 
College of Education 
Professional Studies 
N243 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames. Iowa 50011 
UNIVERSITY October 24, 1989 Telephone 515-294-4143 
Dr. Joseph A. Borgen, President 
Des Moines Area Community College 
2006 S. Ankeny Blvd., Bldg. 1-32 
Ankeny, IA 50021 
Dear Dr. Borgen: 
As you are aware, I am working on the research for my Ph.D. 
dissertation in Higher Education at Iowa State University, as well as 
employed as a counselor, part-time, at the DMACC Urban Campus. My 
current research interest is related to the spirit and cohesiveness 
present in community colleges, particularly goal consensus among 
multiunit community colleges. As chief executive officer of a 
multicampus, single-college, I am writing to formally request DMACCs 
participation as the focus of my study. 
The research design calls for administration of the Community 
College Goals Inventory (CCGI) that was developed by the Educational 
Testing Service (ETS) as a resource for institutional self-study, 
evaluation, and planning. It has been used by community colleges to 
clarify goals and to determine differences in perceptions among their 
various constituencies - faculty, administrators, students, trustees, and 
community groups (Cross, K. P., 1989). Enclosed is a copy of the survey 
booklet and two background articles for your review. 
Should you agree to this proposal, I'd like to survey the board of 
directors and a sample of administrators, faculty, and students at each 
of the four DMACC campuses to see how unified these groups are regarding 
the 20 community college goals set forth in the CCGI. Although the CCGI 
was developed as a tool to help colleges delineate their goals and 
establish priorities among them (ETS, 1979), the results will be used 
only for my doctoral research, all responses examined for each subgroup 
will remain anonymous (as ETS requires that in no instance shall 
responses of individuals be reported), and I'll provide you with a 
I would appreciate a few minutes of your time to discuss further 
this matter. I shall call your office within the next few days to 
arrange a brief meeting at your convenience with Dr. Larry Ebbers, who 
chairs my doctoral committee. Dr. Virginia Moskus, and myself. In the 
meantime, if you have questions, I can be reached at either 248-7508, 
DMACC Urban Campus on Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday or 294-9550 at Iowa 
State University on Thursday and Friday, or you may contact Dr. Ebbers at 
summary. 
294-4143. 
R%pectfully, 
DaphOTne L. Thomas 
enc. 
cc: Larry Ebbers 
Virginia Moskus 
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Des Moines Area Communia- College 
August 21, 1990 
Dear Faculty Member: 
The attached survey instrument concerned with goals of the community 
college is part of a Ph.D. dissertation study being conducted by Ms. Daphanne 
Thomas, a counselor at the Urban Campus. This project is concerned 
specifically with determining the current and preferred goals of the 
community college as perceived by the board of trustees, administrators, 
faculty, and students at each of the four DMACC campuses. 
While I recognize that you receive a number of requests for information, 
1 encourage you to complete this survey prior to September 3rd (use a No. 
2 pencil) and return it to Daphanne, at the Urban Campus, via intra-campus 
mail. 
Your responses will be held in strictest confidence, as data from this survey 
will be analyzed only according to group summaries. If you have questions 
when you receive this material, I'm sure Daphanne will be happy to answer 
them for you. She can be reached at (515) 244-4226 or use the toll free 
number, 1-800-362-2127. 
I hope you will take tim( effort. Thank you for your 
cooperation. 
Borgen, President 
Enclosure 
Ankeny Campus 
2006 South Ankeny lulevurj 
.\nkcnv. Iowa 5oo2! 
Boone Campos 
I12S Hancock Drive 
Boone. Iowa S0036 
Carroll Campus 
900 Nonh Grant Road 
Carroll. Iowa ^l-iOl 
Urban Campus 
1100 ~th Street 
Des .Moines. Iowa 
D • M • A • c - c 
Des Moines Area Communia- College 
August 21, 1990 
Dear DMACC Student: 
You have been selected to participate in a DMACC study. The attached 
survey instrument concerned with goals of the community college is part 
of a Ph.D. dissertation study being conducted by Ms. Daphanne Thomas, 
a counselor at the Urban Campus. This project is concerned specifically 
with determining the current and preferred goals of the community college 
as perceived by the board of trustees, administrators, faculty, and students 
at each of the four DMACC campuses. 
We are particularly desirous of obtaining your responses in this important 
project. It will be appreciated if you will complete the enclosed survey 
prior to September 3rd (use a No. 2 pencQ) and return it in the pre-addressed, 
stamped envelope enclosed. 
All responses will be completely confidential. Neither Daphanne nor 
any other administrator or faculty member will be able to identify individual 
responses. If you have any questions when you receive this material, I'm 
sure Daphanne will be happy to answer them for you. She can be reached 
at (515) 244-4226 or use the toll free number, 1-800-362-2127. 
I hope you will take tim ort. Thank you for your 
cooperation. 
ih R, Borgen, President 
Enclosure 
Ankeny Campus 
20()<-) Soutli Ankeny i-ÎDulcvard 
Ankcnv. Iowa S(i02i 
Boone Campus 
112S HancDck Drive 
Boone, Iowa S0()30 
Carroll Campus 
90(5 North Grant Road 
Carroll. Iowa Sl-tOl 
Urbun Campus 
111") ~th Street 
l)e> Moiiie>. Iowa S()51-4 
D M A C C 
Des Moines Area Communia- College 
August 21, 1990 
Dear Administrator: 
The attached survey instrument concerned with goals of the community 
college is part of a Ph.D. dissertation study being conducted by Ms. Daphanne 
Thomas, a counselor at the Urban Campus. This project is concerned 
specifically with determining the current and preferred goals of the 
community college as perceived by the board of trustees, administrators, 
faculty, and students at each of the four DMACC campuses. 
While I recognize that you receive a number of requests for information, 
1 encourage you to complete this survey prior to September 3rd (use a No. 
2 pencil) and return it to Daphanne, at the Urban Campus, via intra-campus 
mail. 
Your responses will be held in strictest confidence, as data from this survey 
will be analyzed only according to group summaries. If you have questions 
when you receive this material, I'm sure Daphanne will be happy to answer 
them for you. She can be reached at (515) 244-4226 or use the toll free 
number, 1-800-362-2127. 
I hope you will take time to help with this effort. Thank you for your 
cooperation. 
Borgen, President 
Enclosure 
Ankeny Campus 
2006 Si)uth Ankeny Bi )iilcv;ird 
.\nkt.*nv. Iowa Soiiii 
Boone Campos 
112^ Hancock Drive 
Boone. Iowa ^0036 
Cacroit Campus 
90(1 Nonh Grant Road 
Carroll. Iowa SNOI 
Urban Campus 
1100 "ill Street 
Dc> .Moine>. Iowa ^0414 
D • M • A • c • c 
Des Moines Area Community- College 
August 21, 1990 
Dear Board Member: 
The attached survey instrument concerned with goals of the community 
college is part of a Ph.D. dissertation study being conducted by Ms. Daphanne 
Thomas, a counselor at the Urban Campus. This project is concerned 
specifically with determining the current and preferred goals of the 
community college as perceived by the board of trustees, administrators, 
faculty, and students at each of the four DMACC campuses. 
Would you please complete the enclosed survey prior to September 3rd 
(use a No. 2 pencil) and return it in the pre-addressed, stamped envelope 
enclosed. Your responses will be held in strictest confidence, as data from 
this survey will be analyzed only according to group summaries. 
The results of this study will be shared with district administration and 
other interested individuals and groups. If you have questions when you 
receive this material, I'm sure Daphanne will be happy to answer them for 
you. She can be reached at (515) 244-4226 or use the toll free number, 
1-800-326-2127. 
I hope you will take ti Thank you for your 
cooperation. 
Enclosure 
rgen. President 
Ankeny Campus 
20()(> Soiitii .Aiikcin Houlcvard 
Ankeny. Iowa -SDOil 
Boone Campus 
! Hancock Drive 
Boone. Iowa S0036 
Carroll Campus 
900 .N'onh Grant Road 
Carroll. Iowa 
L'rban Campus 
1 !00 "îlî street 
De-- Moine->. Iowa 
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Des Moines Area 
^•••Community College 
URBAN CAMPUS 
1100 - 7th Street 
Des Moines, Iowa 50314 
Dear Survey Participant: 
Recently you received a letter from DMACC President Dr. Joseph A. Borgen, 
requesting your partidpation in a college goals study. This project is the research for 
my Ph. 0. dissertation. 
In order that the results will twly represent all the different constituent groups. It is 
important that you complete and return the survey booklet as quickly as possible. 
In case your survey booklet has been misplaced, please call me for a replacement 
at (515) 244-4226 or use the toll free number. 1-80MG2-2127. If you have already 
completed and returned your sun/ey booklet, please disregard this request 
Thank you very much for your effort and cooperation. 
ncerely yours 
ne L TTiomas 
178 
APPENDIX F. 
CCGI GOAL STATEMENT DATA 
179 
Community Colley# Goals Invtntory 
Institutional Goals Invantory 
j| Small Collage Goals Invantory 
:RAL êUUC/.TTÛ.\ 
CESMOINES AREA COMWMTV COLLEGE 11 
• Pi's 11/90 I 08/9C COMMUNITY CJLLEGE GOALS INWENTCaY 
1 CNSUKC THAI STUDENTS ACQUIRE L SHOULD BE 
jSKiSSS \ *"** j : -ô> 
'T 
BASIC KNOhLcSGc OF CCMMUNICA-
TION/hUMAN/SuC SCI/MATH/NAT SCI N I % •sr 4" ! -è ; -j- S «A» 3KSSS : "fS-r" 
i .79 3.91 I 4 i4 }48 23 TOTAL 349 |ioo I io 47 41 2 4.29 .70 -* .38 
: .^1 3.87 li S 25 i4û 122 il AnKENY CAMPUS 228 1 13 44 41 1 4.25 .74 •* .38 
i .72 4.00 ! : 3 jia 155 23 2 BOCNE CAMPUS 40 i il 3 i " f ® P' 3 4.28 .64 • .28 
: .69 4.12 1 1 |l8 52 30 3 CARROLL CAMPUS 33 1 9 1 " hs 3 4.41 .61 • .29 
1 -77 a. 95 1 3 25 48 25 4 uk8an Campus 40 i 11 1 j 3 i5S !40 3 4-38 1 -54 + .43 
i .75 j.o7 i 50 33 17 S TRUSTÉES 6 ! 2 ! '33 67 4.67 1 .47 «l.OO 
IS 4 ENSURE THAT STUÙNTS MiC GRAO SHOULD BE 
HAVE ACHlEVcO SCME LEVEL 
i CP REAO/XR ITE/MATH CCWPETEWCY i % i'S-
j « 
-? • -f : ^ 
>9Cn>w 
1 3 129 67 1 
1 
4.63 .38 • .73* 
1 ! 1 3 30 66 4.61 .59 • .77 
i ! 
3 30 68 4.65 .53 • .49 
1 1 
30 i57 3 4.69 .«•6 .54 
8 23 68 3 4.62 .C2 * .82 
il7 B3 4.83 .37 * .66 
,aa 3.90 
I 
. oo 3.d4 
j .74 4.16 
Ô6 4.15 
I 
j 5 26 j40 
I 4 31 139 
1 3 13 43 i I 
I 6 12 42 
TOTAL 
1 ANKcNV CAMPUS 
i2 UoCNc CAMPUS 
28 
25 
33 
39 3 CARROLL CAMPUS 
I 
il.ù3 3.80 
.90 4.17 
I 
15 20 35 30 4 URBAh CAMPUS 
: i I i 
33 Il7 50 B TRLSTEES 
349 100 i 
228 i 65 i 
I ! 
40 ! 11 : 
I 
33 I 9 j 
40 I 11 ! 
IS 
- 6 PROVICE A GENERAL ACADEMIC 
IBACKGROLNO AS PREP. FOR FURTHER 
(AOVA.NCEC OA SPECIALlZcOl WORK 
SHOULD BE 
N ; % Yi?:' — ssisss "fs-r" 
.77 3.76 : 1 
i • ! 
i 4 30 49 15 I TOTAL 349 jlOO ! 2 13 53 32 1 4.16 .70 • .40 
.79 3.72 ! 1 5 32 48 ;15 
1 
1 ANKENY CAMPUS 228 65 1 2 IS 52 31 4.13 .72 * .41 
.62 3.92 : 3 : 1 ' ; 1 ; 23 «0 15 2 dOCNE CAMPUS 40 
"i 
: 5 53 40 
; 1 1 3 
4.36 .58 • .44 
.ol 3.94 : j 3 27 42 27 CARROLL CAMPUS 33 9 i 
! 
3 9 j45 i39 3 4.25 .75 • .31 
.dJ 3.67 j C 30 48 |l3 4 
i 
URâAM CAMPUS 40 11 : 3 
1 1 
13 63 23 4.05 .67 • .38 
.•»7 3.67 i ' 33 67 i S TRUSTEcS 6 2 i ba 17 4.17 .37 * .50 
IS 
kow • WCO I MON ; 
- 9 EkSUkE that STLOENTS ACCUIRê 
"KMCW.CÛÛC/SKILLS TO ENABLE THcM 
•TC LIVE EFFECTIVELY IN SOCIETY 
SHOULD BE 
N I % LOW MtO ' MQM • STAHQtfe MCMMMC 
.65 3.63 1 ; 
• 1 ' i 
7 38 37 16 1 TOTAL 349 100 ! 1 1 1 
; 9 41 48 1 4.36 .71 • .73* 
.84 3.61 7 37 |40 14 |l ANXcNY CAMPUS 228 i 65 r : 8 43 47 4.36 .70 • .75 
.60 3.68 5 ! 
i l l :  
3 43 33 18 |2 ELOhE CAMfUS 40 1 " !  |3 13 45 40 4.23 : .76 • .55 
.84 3.79 6 30 <42 i21 3 CARROLL CAMPUS 33 i H ! 12 30 55 3 4.44 .70 f . 65 
•vo 3.62 3 13 35 i8 23 4 URaAN CAMPUS 40 ; u |  i 13 35 53 ; i 4.40 .70 • .78 
-75 3.33 83 i il7 b TRUiTEÉS Ô : 2 1 1 5C 50 4.50 .50 *1.17 
180 
Community Collag# GmI« Imnntory 
Institutional Goals Invsntory 
Small Collaga Goals InvantOfy 
AHg* CflWWbNITY CCLLEGE •«I 12 
bWtEWT.>TUN 
• Ù35 11/99 C8/^0 CCMHUNUY COLLEGC GOALS INVENTJFTR 
2 TO TEACH STUDENTS KETHCOS CP 
N 
SHOULD BE 
I .*9 3«3c I Z 
I .69 j3.34 I 2 
j .92 13.32 
ii.OO ;3.S6 
i .82 13.35 
i i i 
: .75 13.33 ! 
3 I 
•16 43 i • 
116 145 
! 
laojis 
112 142 
I I jlS 143 
! I 
117 33 
27 112 TCTAL 
12 !l ANKEhY CAMPUS 
2 eCCNE CAMPLS 
3 CAKAOLL CAMPUS 
35 I S |4 UAUAN CAMPUS 
SO i TRUSTEES 
349 
223 
40 
33 
40 
6 
100 
65 
11 
9 
11 
2 i 
2 IJ 50 36 , 2 4.22 ; .72 + .86 
3 10 49 137 ! 1 4.22 ! .73 • . 38 
5 I 8 :53 135 I 4.18 | .77 • .86 
i i i ! ; ! : 
I 9 48 36 I 6 4.29 ; .63 > .73 
I i i : i I : 
:15 !5C :33 I 3 4.18 ; .67 • .83 
SO 50 ,4.50 ! .50 *1.17 
IS 
\Om ' Mio j moh 1 
: 3 INCnfeASti THE OESIRE £ ABIL. 
%- CP STUÛENTS TU UNOERTAKE 
"«• SELF-DIRECTED LFCAWULNC 
SHOULD BE 
N I % I ua» ; Mio : -ox i ^ 
T 
.So ;3. 17 
.J5 3.11 
1 ; 1 
i 2 
.76 3.10 I 3 
1.02 b.52 ! 
.a4 3.2a ! 
.3 7 2.83 i 
19 49 
19 51 
-r 
18 ;33 
15 53 
17 '33 
22 I 8 I TOTAL 
21 I 7 jl ANKENV CAMPUS 
23 I 3 {2 aOCNE CAMPUS 
I I 
27 121 '3 CARKCLL CAMPUS 
10 I4 URBAN CAMPUS 
15 TRUSTEES 
I j 
349 jlOO j 
228 I 65 I 
! j 
40 i 11 I 
I i 33 ! 9 I 
40 I 11 i 
6 I 2 I 
! • I ! 
15 60 23 I 3 :4.0a 
I 2 !17 4a i32 ; 1 4.11 I .76 • .94 
' j i ; I ! i ; 
3 16 48 33 j 4.15 .79 • .99 
.62 + .98 
12 148 36 i 3 4.25 i .66 • .73 
; I : ! ! i : 
28 '33 39 I 5 4.08 ' .81 '•* .60 
: I : ! ! ! 
17 67 17 i 4.00 ; .58 *1.17 
IS 
- 7 IC CEVcLCP STUDENTS A6IL1TY 
~TC SYNFhESlZc KNCWLEOGE FRCM A 
- VARIETY CP SOURCES 
SHOULD BE 
N 1 % 
; .ol 3.15 ; 1 1 
j .77 J.lo ; 
; .92 3.15 ; 3 : 
11.01 3.33 I : 3 
; .76 3.05 ; 3 
j .47 2.67 ; 
118 53 
;15 57 
|23 35 
il5 42 
j23 ,53 
133 67 
21 
21 
7 
! 6 
M 
i" 
: 5 
I j TOTAL 
il AFTKENY CAMPUS 
|2 SOCNE CAMPUS 
'3 CARRCLL CAMPUS 
J4 URBAN CAMPUS 
349 100 
I 
228 i 65 
i 
IS TRUSTEES 
40 ! 11 ! i 
33 i 5 ! I 
40 I II ' i 
6  I  2 '  I  
1 17 57 Z4 ! 4. 
2 19 55 24 , 4. 
.18 68 13 I 3 3. 
,12 55 33 j 4. 
: 8 60 33 i 4, 
133 IsO 17 I 3. 
04 .68 * .39 
01 I .71 -» .85 
95 i .55 •» .80 
21 ! .64 * .38 
25 I .58 *1.20 
,83 ' .69 *1.16 
IS 
I 
I.OW : hCO ; ««ON i 
-10 TU INSTILL IN STUDENTS A 
"CAPICITY FOFT OPENNESS TO NEW 
'IDEAS AND WAYS OF THINKING 
SHOULD BE 
N j % "sr LSW [ HCO . •«OM I 
, .90 3.26 I 1 i I 
i : I I 
; .89 3.23 I I 2 
: .81 3.39 i 5 ! 
I i : 
: .94 3.30 i 
il.vl 3.26 3' 3 
i I j t 
! .47 3.33 ! i 
17 45 127 ! 9 TOTAL 
17 |46 
15 I33 
15 I53 
20 33 
u 
127 L 
I: 
Il ANKENY CAMPUS 
|2 aCCNE CAMPUS 
!3 CARRCLL CAMPUS 
14 UKSAN CAMPUS 
15 TRUSTEES 
349 100 I 
228 i 65 I 
40 I 11 j 
Ji I 9 ! 
40 I II I 
6 i 2 j . 
I 12 5C 37 ; 1 f,. 
1 11 ;S4 33 : 4 
15 45 40 1 4 
18 30 43 i 3 4 
j 10 |40 48 ; 4 
i 33 17 ! 4 
,23 I .69 * .97 • 
.20 ! .o7 • .97 
I : 
,25 i .70 * .36 
.31 I .77 *1.01 
,33 I .75 *1.07 
.17 i .37 * .«4 
• u «/ O o ou "D 
K> K* 
ui » «g N 0» U) c Ut m A 
w K» 
»- r-' K' w OC M U 
V U • •> •  W U" o c o Ut o» 
L u N N» ' u w O u M W •g 
KJ M M •-Qi > O M N 
w 0» #• 
Ui- > Uf - N" M -
o C» 
» > n » n o- X f. -4 I/- > » z #1- > z o m z r 
r < m n r o 
(/• > > n TK n % > 
•\» •0 5 C •* c (O 73 LA c C LA (A 
M w 4» ti M> 
a O W O 00 
— M" Oh O N vO u\ O 
<IJ W W (h v% 
U' • - M" —jii- H l*i Ul *û o ù\ # 
U g S î ' K W o 
"M u w - W w vn w CD 
Lu fw N HI H U) W M W > 
VP r- •-
Ml U W W W W 
U Kl N lu w W W w» o> «£) «0 
M >-• - ^ M' 
M Cj •g C- O U» U "4 « 0 
* » • 4 4 • 
• # O CD Ul CD O ro M 
'I 
[il 
4" 
/|« 
/{-
'M-
n ro 
l!l 
-4 Mm 
«wrm 
KB 
g; 
Se 
•il 
4" 
'i-
'}• 
-(5-
'! 
* • • ê e 
» 6> a M Ci N Ci 
" >  f f • W h- t N ry N> Iw C. M U) 
W 
W W W 
H M H M u 00 M M 
a - U W - ^  •  > Ut «A Ul w N 
w W -Ih » ->- - > w ùi N w w W 
Vfl~ —w N H 
c n > H M » », t'i Z O tr *» n K H l/t > z ÎT > Z o m Z r r •< n r m 1/1 > > O a O » b V > % Z c » c 2 (/> •o t/» c C 
N w 4* W kl > 
A O W o 0» «0 
— — 
— 
-H 
O O 
TJ 
---
Ul o 
H Ul W IW w » 
w u W 'W - w u CJ 00 
W Ul VI u» m s W 00 a ® 
W w M M 
?»" • > • ^ • • >• • ^ è 
> Ut w u* 
•4 lA a> o> 
• 
o 
• 
h- »-» U 
^ -J O 
I: 
î 
'ï 
'tî 
'S" 
4-
'|S" 
se 
V »-.fT O O 
"r: 
9 M 
>70 
Fgj; 
S ov n» «o _ 
on 
0 
« 
. tû tt Ou N N < *ù w 
U IM W ' W u w 
• # • 
u M > c M r* w h* fu O a> ifl 
iii U) 
W Ul W M h" 
KT" H' - K, N K, M w tj 
* - W Ul • # Si O «A o w w 
UT 'M"" U h>-' ¥S W Ul O w w W 
— - - M' ' W M -O m oo o O 
Ul~ w - M - M 
5o Ê s K : o e CD £ n y H (/» t» * z m > 
*4 Z O m z r m r H m r> r r 4/1 k» % P 1 g 5 
c 
> 
z 
S 
c 
z % (/I % LA C c tA tA 
N w 
#> W N • 
» o W O te «0 
w #- o 
-•>*-
o fo K Ul o 
a w u 
M~ M M M M o> <i W u% 
Ul u**" W - m '#•• . O m M û a 
ut w " Ul —U" ' #•-
o » A Ul N 
W 
• • f - > > 
# • Ul o > N N M o Sfi A N N 
/ , " é . . ._  • * 
!> •g 
o fv Oo (K «0 
• • • • 4 • ' • • • r* 
»0 N o <> 4^  '<A O W 
» 
M 
II 
".i 
'i-
49' 
r : go, 
5or -4 
o z z 
o c 
5s3 n«< w 
m 
Soj^ 
K§E 
eix mmr. l/> K 
M 
4" 
Vê-
4-
'15" 
II 
•5 
• 
$" V) OP Cl k. (u U) U) lu U' (b 
u u Ûl' • " 
• • W M l£ •g W) i6 W W # U) Uk 
M 
k. 
> Ut 
W W N fv N lu o Ut N 
à" • "ui * " w hj w a CD Ù N 
uT "w" • ii,-'- N fj~ W ui o O •g CD 
W >- "w N " M 
c f' 0 k* T 5c & n z Cj C 03 » o y r* (/> > X z m M Z n m z r m r •< m n r in > > £> % r z > 
> •0 z c* z c •O t/i X 1/t c c l/> (o 
— 
M w w Kl » o> o w o 0) 
•- M O" o N %û M 
W 
U) o 
#— #-* 
—M- - M M" <D D> W W 
\n' » " W - >- - > O Ul o- U) » 
W "U - w u o ut N u% H H 
w r-
>-- >• " » 
... 
#- • *• 
« 
m hj Kl o CD M a » 
' , $ , Kl CD N o M M 
"  • •  • + 4 4 
$ « 
$" w lu W 
"U Ul mj M M U 
< 
h 
m I I 
fs- I 
< > 0 U' Ç r -4 H «H C. 
1 
»»-<(/> 
> HfTi 
Q -<Ol 
4/1-4-4 
M V M 
:g5 
5""? 
'«H 
'i-
'i" 
4" 
•i?" 
i 
ii 
.© 
I I 
ig 
is 
r> 
z 
n 
F m 
Kl 
5 1 
182 
Community Cot(«g« Goals inventory 
Institutional Go*!» Inventory 
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.71 ,2.55 I  5 i  3 ;4a |35 |10 
.76 12.61 
i  
.64 12.49 
.50 :2. 50 
I 3 !48 133 l is  
I  j  '  i  
3 I 3  50 :40 I 5 
!  L  i_ 
I 
TOTAL 
ANKENY CAMPUS 
aOCNE CAMPUS 
CARHCLL CAMPUS 
URBAN campus 
TRUSTEES 
349 1100 
228 
40 
33 
40 11 
6 i 
17 |48 24 6 1 3.13 I .89 * 
16 45 25 7 : 1 3.15 ! .93 • 
13 «8 >20 I ! 3.08 ! .57 * 
24 142 ^4 I 6 { 3 3.13 < .86 «• 
I 
IS 45 i2S i  8 j  3.10 I  .99 • 
183 17 3.17 :  .37 •  
.64 
.69 
.53 
.52 
.61 
.67 
IS 17 ENCOURAGE STUDENTS TO ELcCT 
. . . ' COURSES IN THE HUMANITIES/ARTS 
atYCNO RE..UIREO COURSE hCRK 
SHOULD BE 
N 1 % «-iJ. I ISW I MCD. "CM I 
.q4 2.55 2 : d :41 39 ; S 
.â6 2.50 ! 1 10 
;  i  '  i  
.94 :2.82 i 5 ; 3 138 38 
I ! I 1 : 
.jj 12.73 : 6 30 52 
I 
.o4 2.47 I 
.50 12.50 ! 
5 ; 3 150 38 
i  ;  
50 .50 i  
! 2 total 
9 1 2  1 ankeny campus 
10 i  8 2 5ûcnë campus 
9 1 3 3 carrcll campus 
si  4 uiâan campus 
1 
1 5 trustees 
349 ilCO j 5 lia 42 :26 i 8 i 1 ,3.16 . I 
228 ! 65 I 6 18 |42 26 | 8 ! 
I  
40 I II 
33 I 9 
40 ! 11 
6 !  2 i  
5 '|S3 133 ; 8 
13 145 
3.12 ! 
3.38 
21 ;12 3 3.28 
28 l35 
;  i  
17 so 33 
I 
23 : 8 i  3 3.08 
! i 3.17 
.96 -» 
.99 • 
.80 * 
.91 + 
.97 -» 
.69 • 
,61 
.62 
.56 
.55 
.61 
.67 
IS 
-20 ENCOURAGE STUÛNTS TO EXPRESS SHOULD BE 
UTSSI «- «T, "Sr • "W ; «-o» ^ THEMSELVES ARTISTICALLY,AS IN T MUSIC, PAINTING. FILM-MAKING N % ! tow lira -«o- . Z. 
o-n. 35%: 
.d4 2-44 2 Il 43 36 7 M TOTAL 349 100 6 lia 45 23 5 2 3.04 .94 • «60 
.as 2.44 i 12 42 37 ; 7 ANKCNY CAMPUS 228 65 à jl9 43 24 6 2 3.35 .97 * .61 
.74 2.37 5 I ' i a.|53 28 : a !2 DCCNE CAMPUS 40 a 113 60 |l3 
1 . ! 
3 5 2.89 .82 •» .32 
.77 2.31 3 12 ;48 30 ; 6 CAkHCLL CAMPUS 33 9 124 42 j24 3 6 3.06 .80 • .75 
« 2 » S 6  3 13 :3S 35 ilJ 3 4 UAÂAM CAMPUS 40 li 10 lis 40 30 5 3.05 1.32 • .49 
•o9 2*d3 33 50 117 '5 TRUSTEES 6 i 2 i  83 17 3.17 .37 • .34 
IS ACQUAINT STUUNTS WITH ARTIS- 1 SHOULD BE 
SïSSl : TZT' ^  -w 
^TIC/LITERARY EXPRESSION IN NON-
T .ESTERN CULTURES-AFRICAN/ASIAN ! N ! % S. 
1 
1 .96 2.67 l ;ii 32 39 ils 2 TCTAL i  349 100 
: ! i : 
i 7 17 42 25 a 1 3.10 i.C3 •» .43 
1 .99 2.63 il3 31 39 !I4 ANKENY CAMPUS ; 228 1 65 : 8 il7 39 I25 10 ! 13.10 1.07 * .47 
i .IO 2.44 13 10 :50 25 !io 
"h 
aOCNE CAMPUS 
i !  
1 8 13 43 33 : 3 1 3 3.10 
i  • "  
.66 
; .93 2.73 ;  1 9 33 33 124 1 i3 CARTROLL CAMPUS i  33 : 9 30 42 21 ; 3 3 2.97 1 .81 •» .24 
! .82 2.98 3 25 48 123 ^3:4 BÂDALT CAMPUS 40 
, " 
3 ';18 53 18 
:  !  :  i  
:  a  : 3 3.10 1 .37 .12 
i 1 
i .37 3.17 1. 
: 1 : 1 
1 ! 83 17 1 is  TRUSTEES 1 6 i  2 1 @0 50 3.50 1 .50 * .33 
183 
Community Collag* Goals Immlory 
Institutional Goals Invantoty 
jl Small Collait Goats imrantofy 
GFVrLCPMKkT 
3ESM0INES AREA COMMUNITY COLLEGE "w 15 
' 035 11/90 03/90 COMMUNITY CCLLcGt GOALS INVENTORY 
«-
-IS TO HELP STUCENTS IDENTIFY SHOULD BE 
. , ; . 1 IMEIk PERSONAL GCALS £ OEVELOP 
; T ' T I T ! f ^ EANS Gf AChlEVIiMG THEM N I % 
I .91 j3. 
: -92 'X 
I .63 ^ 
I .99 b, 
j ! 1 .64 3 
I .75 3 
1 ; 1 ;li Ja '32 |lQ 33 
,35 I 
.26 I 5 I i20 :3S 35 
.45 ! ! 3 
Tt,TAL 
Id 38 31 ill il ANKENY CAMPUS 
.26 
33 I 
5 ^ 
|12 36 33 
I ! 
120 38 135 
I I I 
17 33 50 
eCûNE CAMPUS 
IS 13 CARaCLL CAMPUS 
S |4 URBAN CAMPUS 
IS TRUSTEES 
349 100 
223 j 65 
! 
40 j 11 
33 I 9 
40 I 11 
I 2 11 45 41 
! 3 13 43 41 
i 3 6C 33. 
! ^ : 3 9 42 j42 
: S 43 S3 
! 67 i33 
1 4.27 I .73 • .94 
I 4.23 .77* .ea 
i 
4.23 ; .58 • .99 
3 4.28 : .76 -» .83 
4.46 ! .59 *1.22 
4.33 ; .47 +I.C0 
IS 
-18 TO nELP STUDENTS OEWELCP A SHOULD BE 
5KSSS; iSNit u«- bcLt—nuATrif akU—ucl»-
- ^ fi3E?.C£t ANO StLF-OiaeCTICN % i-sr 
StMOMB 1 MCM*kMC» acvunoa ; . 0# -
.96 3.29 2 ; 2 17 39 '29 ill TOTAL 349 100 j 1 : : : i 1 12 40 44 1 1 |4.26 .81 * .97 • 
.91 13.2S 1 ; 1 !i9 42 pa i 9 jl ANAENY CAMPUS 228 oS i 1 2 14 42 40 : 1 4.21 .81 * .96 
.88 3.42 5 i 3 8 43 |33 10 12 SOGNE CAMPUS 40 11 i 10 48 43 1 k.33 
: 1 : ' i .65 • .91 
' 
1.15 p.ti j 9 j 6 21 42 121 S CARACLL CAMPUS 33 9 i 3 j 9 124 61 i 3 4.44 .90 « .83 
1.03 3.13 S : 3 25 38 !I8 l3 4 URBAN CAMPUS 40 11 1 3 13 3S 48 1 3 4.28 .88 *1.13 
.02 3.00 
- ! ; 1 ; ! 
33 33 33 1 S TRUSTEES 6 2l i ^3 67 i 4.67 .47 *1.67 
MUM °X" 
•21 TO HELP STUOcNTS ACHIEVE 
N ; % 5ÎSIS "fsrr DEEPER LEVELS OF SELF-UNOER-STANOING N0« 
' .90 2.86 1 1 S 30 42 lb 4 i TOTAL 349 100 3 6 23 47 19 : 1 3.75 .93 * .39 
j .69 2.83 : S bl 42 18 3 jl ANKENY CAMPUS 228 : 65 4 6 2S j45 19 1 1 3.71 .97 * .88 
: .81 2.84 1 5 S 25 53 il3 3 2 BCCNE CAMPUS 40 5 13 jsa as 4.03 .76 *1.19 
1.11 3.03 ' 9 24 30 27 9 3 CARROLL CAMPUS J3 i 9 3 6 18 148 21 : 3 3.81 .95 * .78 
.o9 2.92 3 3d 35 iO 5 f, URSAN CAMPUS 40 : 11 13 25 48 18 3.73 I .87 • .81 
. .37 2.83 17 63 S TRUSTEES 6 i 2 33 o7 3.67 ; .47 * .84 
24 TU HELP STUDENTS 3E OPEN. 
i OMIT» 
"T 
^ hCNEST, AND TRUSTING 
TRELATICNSHIP AS WITH 
IN THEIR 
CTHERS : N ; % T 
: ) « J. 
T T f ^ ' — 
1.96 2.75 2 ' 8 133 37 il7 4 ! TOTAL : 349 100 : 4 1 8 31 33 23 1 3.o4 1.35 
• .89 
;..8 2-77 1 
: ! 
i 8 32 37 
" 
4 11 ANKENY CAMPUS 1 228 ! M 
8 34 29 24 2 3.60 1.27 .83 
1 .96 2.61 5 3 45 23 18 3^ BCCNE CAMPUS 40 : 13 3 23 48 25 3.90 ' .89 *1 .29 
1.96 2.91 9 2142 24 3 3 CARROLL CAMPUS ! 33 : 9 1 9 21 39 27 3 3.88 i .93 * .97 
j .83 2.64 ; i 
• : ' ! 
5 4Û 40 ;1Û 3 !4 UaaAN CAMPUS 40 11 1 5 15 20 35 18 3.45 1.09 * .81 
i .90 12.83 17 ! 167 17 te IRUSTECS 6 : 2 17 17 67 3.33 1.11 • .30 
184 
Community Coll«g# Goats Inventory 
Institutional Goals Invantory 
Small Colltga Goals Invantoty 
CESMOINES AREA CCMHUNITY CÙULEGE X6 
S3S 11/90 03/90 COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY 
ioftSnoSl "•** ! "Sr I œw I MC ! -W I ^ I 
16 TÛ HELP STUUENTS UNOERSTAND 
ANC ASSESS THE IMPORTANT MORAL 
SHOULD BE 
T'ISSUES OF GLR TIME N i % tow ; «D I I 
i .37 ;2.a2 Ilia j30 45 ;i5 I 3 | TOTAL 
. .06 Z.77 I I I 6 30 46 14 ! 3 |1 ANKENf CAMPUS 
j .7o 2.82 I 5 I 3 12a S3 !lC ! 3 2 acCNE CAMPUS 
349 jlOO I 3 j 6 28 43 19 I 1 3.71 I .94 • .39 
228 ; o5 ; 4 ' 6 26 ,44 19 i 1 3.70 , .96 * .93 
40 I 11 i I 3 :33 143 iia I 3.70 i .34 '•* .38 
1 .90 3.1a k* ha 1 9 |3 CARRCLL CAMPUS i ""I 
; ! 
3 133 |33 |27 3 3.88 
' 
«36 • .70 
1 ' I 1 .97 2.87 ! 3 1 1 5 j33 135 |20 ; 5 i4 URâAN CAMPUS ! •*0 11 1 3 8 |25 '|4S '20 b.73 I .95 * .86 i i 1 1 .o9 2.83 ' 1 ! : 1 ,33 50 117 ; Is TRUSTEES 1 6 2 i 150 133 Il7 '3.67 .75 '• .84 
IS 19 TO HELP STWENTS UHOERSTANO 
—QTANC RESPECT PEOPLE FROM OIVEkSE 
'l-f-i BACKOROUNOS AND CULTURES 
SHOULD BE 
— .SKSS 
.94 3.10 
.94 3.07 
.90 2.82 
.97 J.30 
.9i '3. 33 
.47 3.33 
1 I 3 124 41 as ! 7 TOTAL 
1 i 4:23 44 21 ; 7 |1 ANKENY CAMPUS 
3 I 3 j38 38 iis ! 5 12 âOONE CAMPUS 
I i ! ! 
27 24 39 I 9 |3 CARROLL CAMPUS 
' ! ; ! 
18 33 ;40 ! 8 i4 oKSAN CAMPUS 
67 ;33 I Is TRUSTEES 
349 100 I 1 
228 ! 65 ! 2 
40 
33 
40 
6 
" I 
9 I I 
11 I 
2 ' 
4 23 43 27 ! 2 3.92 
4 22 42 29 I 2 3.93 
3 38 
3 |l8 
8 lis 
17 
.83 * .82 
.93 .36 
40 ':18 I 3 3.74 I .73 > .92 
I j i ( " 
56 18 I 3 a.94 I .70 * .64 
: j ! ! • 
38 :35 ! 3 4.03 : .92 '* .70 
83 i i 3.33 ' .37 • .50 
IS 
I • 
' .OM . MCO • >«OH I 
:22 TU ENCOURAGE STUDENTS TO 
"STBfcCOME COMMITTED TC kLRKING FOR 
T' PEACE IN THE kORLO 
SHOULD BE 
N i % 
1.0Ù 2.39 
: .90 2.35 
! 
: .36 2.29 
l.lo 2.42 
l.JS 2.64 
• .^4 2.67 
1 17 
18 
5 13 
24 
j 13 
17 
|41 29 
:42 29 
i 
'53 23 
i ; 
133 24 
Î35 30 
:17 50 
8 4 1 TOTAL 
I i 
6 4 11 AkKcNY CAMPUS 
5 I 3 I2 3CCNE CAMPUS 
' I 12 I 6 |3 CARRCLL CAMPUS 
15; 5 14 URDAH CAMPUS 
17 i :5 TRUSTEES 
349 ;100 
228 I 65 
40 j 11 
33 I 9 
40 I 11 
6 ; 2 
; 9 ;13 30 28 19 ; 
10 112 32 25 21 1 
: S {13 20 45 la ; 
33 21 ; 12 113 12 
10 il3 35 28 15 ; 
i 67 133 
I 3.36 
1 3.35 
3.58 
3 3.34 
3.25 
3.33 
1.40 • .*7 » 
1.22 *1.00 
1.07 *1.29 
1.34 * .92 
1.16 * .61 
.47 * .66 
IS 
stisss; """ I Lo. wo : -«H 
:25 ENCOURAGE STUONTS TO HAVE AN ! 
•^TACTIVE CONCERN FCR THE GENERAL 
T hELFARE OF THEIR COMMUNITIES 
SHOULD BE 
N % « ; 
1 
I .97 2.78 1 
! .97 2.77 : 
i ^ I 
I .95 2.62 i 
jl.j7 3.00 
! .95 2.85 I 1 
i -50 2.50 
1 i 9 
1 : 9  
A. 
: 9 
3 3 
;30 39 
31 39 
i i 35 40 
21 J9 
23 :3a 
|17 I 4 I TOTAL 
il7 I 4 jl ANKENY CAMPUS 
! ! i 8 i 5 12 eCCNE CAMPUS 
'21 
23 
I 
349 ^00 i I ; 5 26 44 23 : 1 3.83 j .39 *1.05 # 
228 : 65 ; 2 i 6 is 141 24 I 1 3.80 j .95 *1.03 
I 
:S0 50 
9 |3 CARROLL CAMPUS 
3 4- LRBAN CAMPUS 
5 TRUSTEES 
40 i 11 ! 23 :63 13 3 3.90 .59 *1.28 
iJ 1 9 ; j 6 '27 '39 24 3 3.84 .87 * .84 
40 ! U : i 3 i35 |3B is 3.85 .32 *1.00 
6 2 : 1 33 ISO 17 3.33 .69 *1.33 
185 
Community Collcgt Goals Invantofy 
Institutional Goals Inwantoiy 
p Small Collaga Goals Invantory 
V^^aTICwAL/TeCMNfCAL PBEPaiaTICN 
CESMOINES AREA COMMUNITY CCLLEGE IT 
I 
C3S 11/90 08/90 COMMUNITY CCLLEGE GUALS INVENTORY 
' I U3W I M«0 j "ON , 
2o PRGVIOE CPPCft. FCj* STUOTS TO 
T- PREPARE FOR SPECIFIC VCC/TECH 
•y CAREERS 1 I.E. 3KKG/C0WPTECh/CCS 
SHOULD BE 
N i % i-sri IÛW I <«D ! MOM I 
.a5 4.15 ! 11 
: .63 4.18 I 
; .47 A.ia ! 3 i 
I .87 ^.03 j i 
; .93 '4.0â 
I 4 17 138 AO ! TOTAL 
j 3 15 :40 *1 il ANKENY CAMPUS 
! S 15 i35 |43 ;2 SQCNE CAMPUS 
I 
I 
.47 4.33 
3 27 
d !ia 
33 J><> 3 CARKCLL CAMPUS 
35 |40 A URBAN CAMPUS 
67 33 is TRUSTEES 
349 ilOO 1 
228 I 65 i 
40 I 11 ! 
1 ! 
33 i 9 j 
I ! 
40 I 11 I 
i j 
6 i 2 I 
i I 
I 1 
I 3 
7 36 54 il 4.46 
5 37 56 1 4.48 
20 3J 45 
9 39 46 
5 iao 63 
! ! ' 
! 67 33 
3 4.21 
3 4.41 
3 f.59 
4.33 
.69 •» 
.67 • 
.as • 
.03 • 
.59 * 
.47 
.31* 
.30 
.33 
.38 
.51 
IS 
-JC CFFEA ELUCATIQNAL PRCSBAMS SHOULD BE 
, , . ' UEARcU 10 Nbk AHii kMkKUlNt 
T : T : T1 CAREER r lELOS N i J. — stssss: 
.93 3.59 i 1 ; 1 12 31 'i38 17 1 TOTAL 349 100 i 1 19 42 47 i 1 4.38 j .o7 • .79» 
.91 3.69 i 1 1 9 32 l3a ^0 ii ANKENY CAMPUS 228 i 65 1 10 40 i48 i 1 4.38 ; .6d • .69 
1 : 
.y9 3.24 i s i 3 • : . 1 18 43 120 13 2 BOCNE CAMPUS 40 i 11 i 3 I 8 |«a 43 1 4.30 ! .71 V1.O6 
: ! 
1.07 3.36 ! : 3 24 18 I42 12 13 CARROLL CAMPUS „ i  , 1  1 6 48 42 j 3 4.38 ^ .60 *1.02 
.31 3.33 ! 13 30 isO i 8 4 URàAN CAMPUS 
• ! ; ; 
- i " !  18 ko 50 is 4 .44 .63 • .91 
.37 4.17 !a3 17 is TRUSTEES 6 2 I 50 50 : 4.50 .50 * .33 
IS 
•.cm «CO ' MO" ' 
36 TO PRuVitt OPPCRTUfilTIES FCR 
IZrihklViaUALS TO UPÙATE OR 
-;"UPGPAUE PRÉSENT ULS SKILLS 
SHOULD BE 
N I % 
j.S5 1 , 5 25 45 23 ; TOTAL I ICO 
7% 3.93 1 ; 4 26 46 23 I AHK&HY CAMPUS i 228 ; 65 
85 3.58 5 10 33 40 13 i2 ACCNE CAMPUS i 40 i 
.J7 4.03 i 6 18 42 i33 3 CARROLL CAMPUS 33 1 9 
.02 J.O7 2 3 13 20 43 20 4 UR3AN CAMPUS i 40 i 11 
.47 4.33 O7 33 .5 TRUSTEES 6 ' 2 
9 42 47 ; 2 4.37 .61 • .52« 
i 8 42 48 ; 1 4.40 : .CO * .53 
18 |48 30 ; 5 4.13 I .09 • .55 
6 3358:3 4.53 : .61 * .50 
5 43 48 ; 4.30 .87 * .63 
50 50 ; 4.50 .50 * .17 
IS 
-Jd PRGVIOE RETRAINING OPPCR.FCR SHOULD BE 
1 "tw 
•t: : "T 4 
'INalVlO. «H0 WiSh TC QUALIFY 
FOR NEW CAREcKS/CET Nch SKILLS N ; % 4" iT -f & "fsrr 
.65 3.92 I 1 ! 3 24 45 b6 i TOTAL 349 100 : 9 43 46 ; 1 4.36 .a8 ¥• .44» 
.01 4.00 1 i 2 k* 44 29 il ANKLMY CAMPUS 228 ; 65 ; ' 43 47 : i 4.3d .66 • .38 
.6% 3.67 : 3 ;10 30 40 !18 aOONE CAMPUS 40 ' 11 18 3a 43 13 4.26 .74 * .59 
.74 4.00 27 i45 27 la CmKRCLL CAMPUS 33 i 9 6 39 52 ; 3 4.47 .61 » .47 
4.CO 3. 64 J 5 : ^ zo ;SC is 4 LR2AN CmMPUS 1 40 ! 3 : 3 55 35 4.20 .78 • .56 
: .47 4.33 l67 33 
1 
5 TRUàTEcS i 6 ; 2 ! 33 67 4.67 .47 » .34 
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Commurrity Coll#g# Goals lnv«ntory 
Institutionil Goals Inwntofy 
Small Collage Goals Invantory 
Cijg.-<blUTY ScfVlCSS 
ÙESWOINES AREA CC.VMumTt CCllECE "•Gt IS 
035 11/90 ca/90 CCMMUNITY CCLLcGc GOALS INVENTORY 
as MAKE CLLLEGE AESCURCES LIKE 
^TMEETING RXS, CUMPUTEK FACIL. 6 
SHOULD BE 
% 
!.9O 3.23 2 
1 i i 
4 17 41 26 11 ! TOTAL 1 349 100 3 '10 l30 37 19 1 3.61 .99 • .38 
i .So 3.29 1 4 !I5 39 31 10 il ANKCNY CAMPUS j 228 ! 65 4 !lO 25 39 20 1 ; 2 3.o3 1.J3 • .34 
: .67 2.76 S a 125 48 !I3 3 2 UOCNE CAMPUS i 40 
1 : ' 
!10 38 pS 18 3.60 .89 • .04 
L.cs a.3d 3 3 lia !33 124 18 !3 CARROLL CAMPUS 1 33 1 9 3 1 9 |42 24 21 
I 1 1 
3.52 1.02 • .14 
IL.OO 13.28 ! • • 123 ^5 |15 IS |4 URÔAN CAMPUS 1 1 " 'L3 138 133 18 13.55 .92 '* .27 
1 .37 ! 3.17 ! 83 'l7 L TRUSTEES ! 6 i 2 1 33 67: 3.67 .47 * .50 
IS 
' tow ! MO . "CM 
34 TO HCLO COMMUNITY FORUMS ON -
~ï~rûPICAL ISSlicS - chciiOY CCNSER. ! 
TG'tlME PKEVEN. COMMUN. RENEWAL I 
SHOULD BE 
N % I •*"' LOW . MIO ' MOM ' 
.92 2.65 
.91 2.67 
.a4 2.54 
ll.lS 2.61 
I .39 2.67 
I .3â 3. CO 
iI3 3 i TOTAL US 39 
137 37 *14 i 3 1 ANKENY CAMPUS 
^3 38 I 8 I 3 2 UOOME CAMPUS 
! ' I : I 
i24 '33 lis i 6 l3' CARROLL CAMPUS 
! ' ! ! i 
28 +8 ^0 I 3 & URBAN CAMPUS 
I : i 
17 o7 
I 
il7 
349 
228 
100 ! 5 jlS 136 ;jl 13 I 1 3.33 1.03 • .68 
65 
I 
TRUSTEES 
40 I 11 
33 ! 9 
40 j 11 
6 1 2 
I 5 =14 33 j33 14 j 1 3.39 1.04 • .72 
' 3 |l8 140 izS 10 ! 3 b.26 .95 » .72 
! 9 lis 39 24 ! 9 ! 3 3.09 1.37 » .48 
! I i i 
3 lia 43 23 13 I 
i i 1 1 • 
117 33 50 I 
3.30 1.00 * .63 
i 
3.33 .75 • .33 
IS 
' kO* *10 , "<0» 
—35 CCÔP. «1TH DIVERSE COMMUNITY 
ITORCIPS TO IMPROVE AVAIL. CP EO. 
f SERVICES TO AREA RESIDENTS 
SHOULD BE 
N : % : LOM ; WED , OCT MfAM 
.92 3.31 I 2 15 44 2d iio 1 rCTAL i 349 100 
1 ; ' -
1 3 26 42 27 
'1 1 3.92 .34 
• .61 
.*2 3.34 1 2 113 45 28 11 1 ANKENY CAMPUS : 228 65 1 ! 4 22 !46 26 
. 1 ; 
1 3.93 .85 * .59 
.79 13.13 3 20 50 123 ! 5 2 SOCNc CAMPUS I 40 i 11 j 45 30 23 1 1 ! 3 3.77 .80 
* .64 
1.04 3.39 3 lia 30 33 15 p CAkROLL CAMPUS ; 33 
' 
! 30 33 33 
1 • 1 
3 4.03 .31 * .64 
, .<>2 3.23 3 j ils -40 30 i 8 4 URBAN CAMPUS I 40 11 j 5 28 135 i33 3.95 .89 • .72 
i -75 3.33 17 33 iso ! y TRUSTEES o : 2 17 83 ; 3.83 .37 .50 
IS 
LOW i MID 1 "MOM I 
-37 WORK «ITM LOCAL GOVT AGENCES 
"INOUST. UNICES ANO CThER CC*MU-
SHOULD BE 
N % T' "î" • 
1.02 2.93 2 7 27 38 19 7 i TCTAL i 349 100 3 12 33 38 13 1 . ' 1 3.45 .9T » • 52 
il.01 2.99 I i 5 2a 139 ;i9 9 11 ANKENY CAMPUS 22a i 65 3 |l3 29 41 14 I 3.49 .99 • • 30 
1 .98 2.68 S 
' : • 10 33 33 Id 3 12 aCCNE CAMPUS ! 40 3 13 40 33 13 3.40 .94 • • 72 
1.07 3.09 3 12 1 6 48 Zl 9 3 CARROLL CAMPUS 
! 
; 9 3 1 6 36 39 IS 3.58 -••32 & • 49 
i.,4 2.58 S 13 30 40 10 3 4 UkùAN CAMPUS i 40 ' 5 !l3 53 25 : 5 3 3.13 .83 • 55 
' .75 3.67 1 17 a3 5 TCLSTcfcS o : 2 I 17 67 17 4.00 .3a • 33 
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Community Col:#g# Goals Invvntofy 
Institutional Goals invantory 
Small Collage Goals Invantocy 
C^IAL SwiTICtSM 
nF<MriNFS as?A CONMUMTV cniLgCE 2C 
11/40 C3/90 CCMMuaiTY CCLLEGc GOALS INVENTORY 
Tg-
-29 TO fRUVlCE UilTICAt EVALUA­
IT luN Ur CU"K=*T VALLES AMI 
SHOULD BE 
N % I to»» • -€0 . -«ot ; ' 
a U5 43 ao ! 2 i TOTAL . 2 * 6 2  I  3 
.o3 2.61 i 2 <J :3i 44 i 9 ; 2 il AKKEk? CAMPUS 
• , . i 
.oo 2.74 i S i 5 :33 45 i 8 ! 5 '2 oCCnE CaMPUS 
! I • • 
.^9 ;2.52 i 15 ;30 42 jl2 
.78 >2.65 1 a 
.76 2.30 i 
I !3 CARACLL CAMPUS 
5 |35 '40 ll3 I 
I i ! 
67 !I7 117 ! 
I 
URBAN CAMPUS 
TRUSTEES 
349 jlCO 
223 : o3 
40 ! 11 
33 I 9 
40 i 11 
6: 2 
6 |1S 42 25 10 i 3 3.20 1.01 • .53 
4 ;15 43 25 10 3 3.21 .93 • .oO 
5 lis 35 3C 15 
18 |l5 39 12 12 
5 1 8  4 3  1 3 0  1 0  
I ! ; , 
•33 33 l33 : 
3.35 1.06 •» .61 
3 2.84 ;i.23 • .32 
5 3.34 i .95 • .69 
3.00 I .82 + .50 
IS 33 SERVJ as scwcc cf iqeas ano SHOULD BE 
iSKSS: om ^ T ' " T "j" 
^ KcCCMMENCAIlu.NS FCK ChaNGINC 
"TSCCIAL INSTITUTIONS N 1 % •^ \4r "1° 4" •?. a-n, ^ 
' .94 2.76 2 5 131 :4i 14 4 total 349 :100 1 : : : 5 il7 37 32 , 8 I b.21 l.CO -» .45 
i .93 2.74 1 7 ijj 39 15 
m: 
ARKkhT CAMPUS 228 65 i 4 |i9 37 31 8 1 |3.19 .98 • .45 
1 .34 2.76 5 5 |30 ^45 13 3 2 BCUNE CAMPUS 40 i 11 a j 5 |«0 38 iio 13.38 .99 * .62 
1 ! l.ia 2.76 Id |21 :36 15 9 3 CARROLL CAMPUS 9 |l2 jis 27 24 18 3 3.22 1.27 .46 
i .89 2.77 3 5 :33 45 'lO 5 4 URBAN CAMPUS 40 11 i 3 120 38 |38 3 3.18 1 «do * .41 
1 .37 3.17 1 83 117 5 trustees 6 2 i 17 50 b3 : 3.17 i .o9 
' IS 39 help stuuents learn HCU to SHOULD BE 
' ItîSS • "«»• a»™ t t ' 4° r 
dRiNJ ASCUT CHANGES IN CUR 5C-
CIAL/ECCh/PCLinCAL INSTITUTION % T T''T 
0-T>l aas 
.o7 2.77 1 S '34 42 ks 3 TCTAL 349 |iaQ 3 1 9 34 38 16 ; i 3.57 ; "95 * .30 
.86 2.72 1 5 ;37 41 il4 3:1 AWKcNY CAMPUS 228 65 3 11 33 36 15 : 1 3.52 ; .96 * .80 
.oj 2.68 5 3:43 35 13 BOCNE CAMPUS 40 11 3 13 48 :33 15 3.55 i .86 * .87. 
.90 3.03 3 24 45 |21 6 13 CARROLL CAMPUS 33 9 30 39 21 ; 3 3.75 i .44 * .72 
.93 2.90 3 8 20 48 ;23 3 4 UROAN CAMPUS 40 11 ; 3! s 33 36 20 ; 3 3.69 .94 * .79 
.o9 3.17 17 50 133 5 TRUSTEES 6 1 il7 67 17 3.83 .90 • .66 
IS 
-40 TO 3£ cNGACE3> AS AN IftSTI- SHOULD BE 
sœa •«" • "Sr ' T : 4* "T 
"STTUTIONt IN iKiRMNG fOR BASIC 
T CHANGES IN CUR SOCIETY i N i % T T 
.o4 2.64 2 7 .35 •43 11 a| TCTAL 349 100 5 |17 44 25 a 1 3.15 i .97 .51 
.87 2.65 1 8 35 i42 12 ANKCNY CAMPUS ; 228 1 6 i l 8  43 24 8 1 3.11 : .98 • .46 
.65 2.47 S 3 43 30 8 3 i 2  aCCNk CAMPUS 40 i 11 
1 
5 >13 48 20 15 3.28 1.02 .81 
.77 2.81 3 6 21 55 15 13 CARRCLL CAMPUS , 33 : 9 . 6 i 9 55 24 6 3.15 ; .89 .34 
•7t 2.56 3 8 35 48 8 '4 uRSAk CJiPPUS 40 11 3 20 38 33 8 3.23 i .94 • .67 
.5a 3.00 17 
i 
67 17 ! '3 TRUSTEES 6 . 2 '17 50 33 3.17 .69 • .17 
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Community Collera Goals Innnlory 
Instiluttonal Goals Invantofy 
j| Small Collars Goals Invantory 
C^^NScUlWC ftMO rtflVISINS 
06SM01NËS ARFCA COMMUNITY CCLLCGE .21 
i J35 I Il/SO 08/90 COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTUBY 
j44 TO PROVIDE CAREER CCUMSELIM 
"SERVICES FOR STUOcNTS N 
SHOULD BE 
% O.IJ. 
.9j 3.47 
.92 J.53 
I .90 3.51 I 3 ; 
• I ! ' 
! .-ii 3.09 I I 3 
il.00 3.43 
I .47 3.3j 
15 37 ;33 
là 38 32 
' i 
13 |38 33 
24 39 I27 
i ! 
25 20 i43 
i I 
67 133 
15 TCTAL 
j ! 
17 1 ANKEN* CAMPUS 
115 p 3CCNE CAMPUS 
6 |3 CARRCLL CAMPUS 
;13 k WSAM CAMPUS 
L TRUSTEES 
349 
228 
40 
33 
loo 
o5 
11 
9 ' 
40 i 11 
6 I 2 
1 13 »3 44 ! 1 4.28 ' .75 • .81 
1 %4 39 46 : 1 4.30 : .75 • .77 
23 38 3a ; 3 4.15 : .77 • .64 
I i ! • 
US 130 52 ! 3 4.38 ; .74 *1.29 
I I I '  ;  : 5 5C 40 i 4.25 .77 # .32 
83 17 •4.17 : .37 • .84 
IS 
-4 7 TC PROVICE PERSONAL CGUNSEL- SHOULD BE 
SSSSl 0-™ NOW \ UW i HU 1 MQM J, INÛ SERVICES FOR STUSENTS N % 
T i f ! # -
0^^' «CAN , ssss 
.90 3.22 1 1 •19 44 kb TOTAL 349 100 1 4 23 41 30 1 3.95 1 .91 * .73 
.o7 3.33 1 |l4 46 29 tlO I ANKEMY CAMPUS 228 65 t 4 23 40 i31 
1 1 ' 
3.97 1 
1 i 
.90 * .64 
.89 3.00 5 3 
i • 1 |2S 43 20 5 2 aOCNE CAMPUS 40 11 3 3 20 45 30 
1 1 ' 
3-98 1 .91 » .98 
1.02 3.00 3 133 jsa |21 9 3 CAAAOLL CAMPUS 33 9 3 24 |36 33 
r 1 
3 i4.03 .85 •1.03 
.95 3.03 3 35 ;33 I23 « URSAN CAMPUS 40 11 3 10 20 38 30 3.83 1.05 * .80 
.47 '3.33 I is»? 133 5 TRUSTEES 6 2 
1 ' 
33 k): : 3.67 .47 • .34 
IS 
n T' 
-50 TC PHCVIOE ACACEMIC ADVISING 
"SERVICES FOR STUOEhTS 
SHOULD BE 
N i % - i  — . T  
I .J9 2.45 
.90 3.48 
; .78 3.37 
; .oj 3.42 
1.32 3.40 
.o9 3.17 
i 1 
1 S ; 3 
12 41 33 
12 42 pi 
5 48 135 
.12 45 '30 
3 20 25 40 
17 50 133 
13 
iS 
5 
12 
13 
TUTAL 
ANKEMY CAMPUS 
aOONE CAMPUS 
CARKOLL CAMPUS 
URBAN CAMPUS 
TRUSTEES 
349 100 
228 j 65 
40 ! 11 
33 i 9 
I 
40 : 11 ! 
.i a 
1 13 50 34 1 4. 
2 12 b2 34 ; 4. 
WSS28-| 4. 
18 i39 39 : 3 4. 
3 i 8 48 40 : 3 4. 
17 67 17 4. 
18 .71 • .73 
18 .71 * .70 
10 j .66 « .73 
22 ; .74 * .80 
28 ; .71 + .88 
CO ! .58 * .83 
IS 
-51 TC OPERATE A STUCENI JCS- SHOULD BE 
iSSSSS 1 MUM ' J. i W i -0> ; i fLACEMcHT SERVICE 
; 
: % ir sss 
1.01 3.19 1 
, ' i 1 
: 5 19 40 jie Mi TOTAL ; 349 100 1 3 18 43 35 1 4.10 .83 • .91 
• .93 ; I 14 41 130 
: ! I 
U:1 ANKENY CAMPUS 1 228 i 65 2 X, ^ p. 4.15 r" 
» .75 
; .98 2.66 
' 
13 128 38 15 BUCNE CAMPUS 1 40 ! 11 3 5 28 38 28 
1 • 
3.83 1.97 *1.17 
1.05 2.58 id 27 36 !i5 14 CARROLL CAMPUS 1 33 : 9 3 21 P3 39 3 4.13 i .86 • 1.55 
il ««36 3.03 S ! 5 33 20 URuAk CAMPUS ; 40 ; 11 3 3 15 40 40 4.13 i .93 »l.IO 
1 1.17 i lt7 50 LjJ ! s TRUSTEL, ' 6 ! 2 i 89 : 4.00 
! 
• .83 
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Community Coiitgc Goals invtntory 
Institutional Goals Inventory 
p Small Collaga Goals Inventory 
nesaniNFs ak?A CCWWUMTV c..LL£Ge •"« 22 
SSWIkES 
C35 11/90 oa/90 CCMWJNITY CCLLECC GOALS INVENTCCY 
42 MAtiMTAlN SUPPORT SERVICES SHOULD BE 
SSFFLSS! «" : , . ' FCR OIUUTNJI HITH 
:  T  T  : T ' C . S . T  H A N O I C A P P E C  
SPECIAL ACCCS 1 
CK OISACVANT. | N • % o»ni WW ssss "^ srr 
.91 3.o3 1 1 : 9 34 i3a 18 1 TOTAL i 349 100 1 
: , : 
IS 42 41 1 4.23 .78 • .63 
.00 3.67 1 : <3 33 40 18 il AHKEHY CAMPUS 
1 
226 o5 1 la 41 41 I 4.23 .76 •+ .56 
.96 3.37 5 ilo 40 23 ks I2 ACC.NE CAMPUS 40 11 15 43 43 4.28 .71 .91 
1.15 3.67 6 ! s i24 133 27 13 CAKRCLL CAMPUS 1 33 : 9 1 
3 il8 |33 |42 3 4.19 .ÔS .52 
.91 3.65 3 
i ! i 1 1 
1 5 35 ;4J 18 4 URBAN CAPPUS 40 i 11 i 3 iio |45 j40 3 4.23 .83 * .58 
.47 3.67 ' 33 '67 ! is TRUSTEES 6 i 2 j 83 17 1 4.17 .37 * .50 
IS 
-45 CC.NOUCI CCMPREhEASIVc STUUMT - SHOULD BE 
, kW* ' MtO I 'MOO ACTIVITIES PRCS. CCASiSriNG Of f -y SUClALyCULT/AIHLtTIC ACTIVITIES : N i % •»-
.<14 3.ia 
<S2 
I .âo 
96 
2 lo 50 :24 ; 7 TOTAL 349 ICO I 3 jl2 39 33 11 : 1 3.39 
3.19 
3.33 
3.09 
3 ; 
I 
I .69 3.08 
! 
: .30 3.00 
1 ;i6 51 126 i 6 11 ANKEHY CAMPUS 
• ' i • ' 
:15 45 128 iio 12 aOCME CAMPUS 
i 3 121 ;52 jl2 |l2 I3 CARROLL CAMPUS 
3 : 5 lis so i23 ! 5 14 URBAN CAMPUS 
i , i ; 
' :i7 67 :17 ; is TRUSTEES 
228 I 65 ; 
40 i 11 I 
33, 9 I 
40 111 
6 ; 2 
4 lis 37 32 11 : 1 3.32 j 
S 39 |38 20 I 3 3.74 
1 I ! 1 I 
9 |42 |36 j 9 I 3 p.47 
8 50 :33 10 
' I 
50 i5C 
3.45 
3.50 
.94 • .21 
.98 • .13 
.84 'r» .41 
.79 • .33 
.77 • .37 
.50 • .50 
IS 
bOW «1KB ' wQM > 
-.d TO PRCVIOE COMPREHENSIVE 
"ACVICE FOR STUDENTS ABOUT 
SHOULD BE 
^ 1 MO • J 
.90 3. 45 1 2 11 38 37 11 i TOTAL 349 100 i : 1 IS 45 33 I 4.21 i .74 » .76 
.90 3.4D 2 ;I3 38 ;3D :12 1 ANKENY CAMPUS i 223 65 i 1 14 44 40 4.23 .73 -* .75 
,  • "  
3.56 3 : 5 45 :35 13 2 OOCNE CAMPUS 40 
"i 
13 50 35 1 3 4.23 .66 .67 
I.U6 3.33 3 24 21 =39 112 '3 CARROLL CAMPUS i 33 9 1 3 
' 
12 52 30 3 4.09 .«4 • .76 
.S6 3.3J 3 15 45 28 10 4 URBAN CAMPUS 40 LI- : 23 35 43 4.20 .73 • .87 
.75 3.33 17 33 30 ! 5 TRUSTEES 0 2 17 33 3.83 .37 + .50 
IS 
-52 wfERATE STUBENT HEALTH SER-
-VICE INCLUOlwG HEALTH rtAlitT.. 
•PREVENTIVE NEO.,*, HcfERRAL SERV 
SHOULD BE 
% : LO«O «MO "«o»» -
1.02 2.72 2 11 ,31 37 ;i4 5 TOTAL : 349 IOC 4 10 32 35 18 1 3.53 1.03 + .81 
.97 2.96 1 4 :2a |41 ;19 7 1 ANKENY CAMPUS i 228 ' 65 • 3 ill 30 35 21 1 3.61 1.02 * .65 
il.04 2.05 
! ' ' 3 33 43 10 10 3 2 ACCNE CAMPUS 1 : : 3 : S 35 40 1 : ; 
15 3 3.62 i .39 •1.57 
.J2 2.03 e 27 39 24 1 3 3 CARROLL CAMPUS 33 9 15 i 3 36 33 9 3 3.19 1.16 •1.16 
.9 3 2.54 3 13 33 45 ! 3 5 URÔAIM CMNPUS 40 11 : 5 ilS 35 30 15 3.35 I.Cô • .81 
.56 3.00 17 «,7 17 5 TRUSTEES 6 2 17 50 33 3.17 i .69 • .17 
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Community Coll#g# Goals Imranlory 
Initllutlonil Goals invsnlory 
j| Small Colltg* Goals Invantofy 
FA^jLTY/STAhF ORVELSPNEhT 
JESWOIMES JKEA CCWHUNITY CCLLEGE ••Gt 23 
C35 I 11/90 08/90 COMMUNITY CCLLcCE COALS INVENTORY 
A3 TU COMMIT CCLLEGc BESCURCES SHOULD BE 
—, . . i 10 FACULTY ANU STAFF OEVELCP-
: T'TMENT ACTIVITIES % T T T i T" 
! 
349 jlOO 3 3 23 41 27 
228 65 3 3 22 42 29 
40 11 3 3 38 38 18 
33 9 3 6 18 39 30 
40 11 3 23 ^0 30 
6 2 17 63 1 
; .92 2.99 
.93 2.97 
i .79 2.76 
i : 
.9o 3.27 
i I 
.91 3.06 
i .75 3.33 
: i 5 
2 i 4 
i 6 I 
6 I 5 
i 
22 44 21 ' 5 I TOTAL 
26 41 21 ; 5 1 ANKENY CArtPoS 
;i8 60 I 5 I 3 i aCCNE CAMPUS 
1 : I I ! 
9 45 30 I 9 13 CARaOLL CAMPUS 
I I j I I 
13 45 23 I 5 & URBAN CAMPUS 
17 33 iSO ! 6 TRUSTEES 
2 3.93 .94 • .96 
3 3.67 : .89 • .91 
3 3.91 l.Cl t .64 
5 4.00 : .89 •» .92 
3.83 I .37 •» .SO 
IS 46 FnaVIÛE PRCfcSSICNAL ÙEVEL. 
— : ; . > CPPOR. MR FAC. £ STAFF THRCUGM 
: iT T TI-^SPECIAL SêMIMARS.XCRKSHCPS» ETC 
SHOULD BE 
N I % 
.96 3.11 
.97 3.10 
jl.Oti 3.03 
I .98 13.09 
! ' 
I .89 3.29 ! i 
1 .o9 3.17 
;20 42 i3 ' 8 j TCTAL 
I I I : I 
21 41 !24 I 8 |1 ANKEhY CAMPUS 
lia 45 120 I 8 2 8C0NE CAMPUS 
2 : 4 
aU 
'I' 
3 i 3 j24 139 !21 I 9 
I 
5 I I 
I 
118 43 125 ilO 
I ' l l  
117 50 133 ' 
3 CARROLL CAMPUS 
4 URSAh CAMPUS 
5 TRUSTEES 
349 100 
228 
40 
33 
40 
6 ; 
65 
11 
9 
11 
2 
1 17 47 31 ! 2 
1 !14 49 32 j 1 
3 IzS 
h 20 
*0 |23 I 5 
39 39 6 
»5 33 , 3 
17 Si 
,05 i .85 • .94 
I 
.06 j .88 * .96 
;82 j .91 • .79 
! : 
>26 : .72 *1.17 
,13 : .72 '* .84 
.83 .37 • .66 
IS 
• to. ' Mto • WGM I 
-49 EVALUATE FACULTY IN AN AP-
npKCPKIATE Z REASCNA8LE MANNER 
•to PRUMCTE EFFECTIVE TEACHINO 
SHOULD BE 
N : % 
1.02 3.13 
1.C1 3.14 
1.01 3.03 
.89 3.45 
1.13 3.00 
: .69 3.83 
: 1 ! 4 
I 1 4 
i v a  
i 3 
I 3 a 
23 
125 
18 
I" 
35 2a , 9 
, I 
35 27 9 
; ; 1 
43 20 ; 8 
1 TOTAL I 
II ANKENY CAMPUS 1 
2 SCONE CAMPUS 
13 CARROLL CAMPUS 
33 18 13 4 UR6AN CAMPUS 
: I I ; 
33 50 17 S TRUSTEES 
27 152 
I 
349 ICO 
228 i 65 
40 I 11 
33 ; 9 
40 : 11 
6 2 
1 11 42 44 2 4, 
12 42 44 1 4. 
I i ; , 
10 48 40 I 4, 
I I • • 
12 1*8 36 ; 3 4, 
3 10 30 53 i 5 4. 
50 50 I 4. 
30 .74 *1.15 # 
.30 .73 +1.16 
.23 i .82 *1.20 
,25 : .66 * .80 
,39 ' .76 *1.39 
,50 .50 * .67 
IS SHOULD BE 
:5KSSSi «- T ' i —T" "ÊATTICAL CPPOR. FOR FAC t STAFF , FOR PURPOSES OF PRCF. DEVELOP. N : % •5.- bSW ' MCO MOH T 
.94 2.73 3 
! ' • i 
! 9 29 41 15 3 i TOTAL 349 100 3 4 33 37 20 2 3.68 
.96 • .95 
:.93 2.72 2 1 9 ;29 |43 Il4 3 !i ANKENY CAMPUS 228 1 65 4 4 32 37 i i 21 ! 2 3.67 ; .99 • .95 
: .90 2.66 5 8 35 38 13 3 k 
' 
aOCNE CAMPUS 40 1 11 13 28 40 j 30 3.95 : .89 *1.29 
l.ca 2.82 12 21 42 121 3 |3 CARROLL CAMPUS 33 I 9 : 3 6 36 42 9 ' 3 3.50 j .87 * .68 
l.OJ 2.71 5 10 130 38 J3 5 4 URBAN CAMPUS 4U : 11 : 3 5 ji3 25 23 3 3.62 1 .98 * .91 
1 .75 3.33 17 33 50 S TRUSTEES o ^ 2 17 l7 67 3.50 1 1 .76 » .17 
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Communily CoUaga Goals Invanlory 
Institutional Goals Invantory 
Small Callaga Goals Invantoiy 
IKôUVATIÙN 
UESMOINES AREA COMMUNITY CClLEGc »OI 25 
035 11/90 oa/90 COMMUNITY COLLEGE tiCALS INVENTORY 
ir 
-55 TO âlilLC A COLLEGE CLIMATS SHOULD BE 
'Ï i LOW • Mfo 
.96 
1 
2.87 ! 2 
1 ! 
6 30 39 
.93 2.83 1 1 <1 I32 40 
.34 2.78 ! à 5 28 45 1 1 
1.13 1 I 2.94 ! 9 I27 36 
1.08 3.00 1 5 ! ' 5 >33 30 
.76 3.50 I !I7 17 
. ' bhtRE CCNTIhuCUS EOUCA. INNCVA-
f'-yTlCW IS ACCEPTED AS WAY Of LIFE N i % ' -m : 
la ] s j TCTAL 
ID 4 11 AMKCNY CAMPUS 
13 I 3 12 ÂBCNE CAMPUS 
15 jl2 3 CARKCLL CAMPUS 
20 IlO }» URDAN CAMPLS 
67 ; Is TRUSTEES 
349 100 ! 1 
65 : 2 223 
i 
4 0 i i l |  
33 ! 9 j 
40 I 11 ! 
J  a l  
8 28 44 18 I 1 3.73 | .90 * .83 
S 29 4l la : 1 3.65 ; .94 • .32 
, • . I : ; 
5 3a 45 10 j 3 3.62 i .74 * .84 
I i : I I I , 
6 27 48 is ! 3 3.73 .79 * .81 
I I I I I I i 
ao 18 45 iza ; 3.90 ! .92 * .90 
1 i î i 1 ' ! i 
I i 83 17 ! 4.17 I .37 • .67 
IS 
LOW : wca ; "MO# 
SE TO EXPERIMENT ULTH DIFFERENT 
"27HETHI:0S OF EVALUATING AND 
-«» GRADING STUDENT PERFORMANCE 
SHOULD BE 
N I % 
I 
.91 ,2.73 12 16 
• ! ' 
.95 i.7o ! 1 j a 
.90 2.76 
.as 
.72 |2.79 
.47 2.67 
.69 j2.£ 
134 ^2 |12 
36 I37 114 
33 !43 110 
24 jsa I 9 
35 50 jlO 
133 *7 i 
4 I TOTAL 
4 jl ANKENT CAMPUS 
5 Z BOONE CAMPUS 
6 3 CARROLL CAMPUS 
3 4 URBAN CAMPUS 
S TRUSTEES 
349 llOa ; 3 112 36 35 15 j 1 3.47 j .97 • . 
j I i ; : I ; ' ; 
223 65 I 4 111 36 33 15 | 1 3.46 jl.OO * 
40 
33 
11 i 3 
9 i 
40 ! 11 I 
6 ' 2 i 
a 35 ;40 IS 
1 
IS j24 ^2 IS 
20 33 i35 13 
! ks 17 i 
3.58 I .92 
i 1 ' 
3 (3.59 j .93 • 
' ' 3.40 I.94 • 
I j 
3.17 ; .37 • 
74 
76 
82 
74 
61 
.53 
•«1 EXPERIMENT hITH NEa APPROACH -
1 %%% «IM* ! I . .TO 
'T 
TC INOiVIOUALIZED 
SUCH AS TUTORIALS, 
INSTRUCTION 
FLEX. SCHEO. ! N ; % tr ' urn MEO —on • 
o-ni ^ SîSSS 
: .47 2.82 2 ; 7 132 37 lis 5 1 TOTAL : 349 ioo 1 10 32 is 1 3.59 .91 • .77 
; .95 2.34 1 6 31 39 |l8 5 ANKENY CAMPUS 228 1 2 ill 32 ftl 14 3.54 .92 • .73 
, .89 2.73 0 1Û ^23 43 il8 
'f 
aOONE CAMPUS 
i 
40 i 1 3 I30 138 23 
' i ' 
i 3 3.77 .89 +1.04 
1.19 2.^2 IS 27 27 121 9 3 CARROLL CAMPUS 1 33 i ' 33 46 18 1 • ! • h 
3.84 .71 «1.32 
.94 2.79 • 3 3 43 30 18 5 4 
I 
URBAN CAMPUS 40 11 20 20 43 18 3.58 1.00 • .79 
' .3U 2.83 1 SO 17 133 Is TRUSTEES 6 I 2 1 B3 17 1 3.17 1 .37 • .34 
IS 
WW >«0 , bOW I Hto 1 •<«" t J 
-64 CREATE PROCEDURES oY WHICH 
XtURRlCULAR i, INSTRUCT. INNCVA-
SHOULD BE 
: .89 2.92 2 5 123 43 ia 1» i 1 TOTAL i 349 100 1 3 28 43 13 1 3.81 
.80 » .89 
i .08 2.88 1 S 26 46 il8 
• 1 1 r 
1 
1 
ANKENY CAMPUS I 223 i 65 3 31 48 16 1 3.77 .77 » .89 
I .79 2.89 5 8 
i ' 
,10 65 !iO ! 3 2 aCONE CAMPUS i ^0 ' 11 3 3 30 45 20 3.78 .88 » .89 
1.02 3.03 3 9 15 42 24 ! 6 3 CARkCLL CAMPUS 33 9 3 
. 
3 21 55 12 0 3.74 .84 » .71 
.92 3.03 3 3 25 45 ia Is 4 UkôAN CAMPUS 40 ! li 3 23 43 33 4.05 .30 *1.02 
i .75 5.33 
i i 
17 33 50 ; 
i 
b TRUSTEES 0 1 2 t)3 17 i 4.17 .37 » .84 
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Community Collar* Goals Invontory 
Institutional Goals Invantofy 
Small Collag# Goals Invtntoty 
k:c ccxnu.NtTv 
nFSMOTNFs flrtfa rnxwuMiTv r.rii.FûF •vM 26 
ass 11/90 I as/yg COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY 
-5o MAIflTAiN CLIMATE «HERE PAC. SHOULD BE 
LOW , Mffi . mon tOHMITMcMT TO INST. CCALS IS AS i T STRONG AS CCMHIT.TC PROF.CAREER : N ; % bOM I HtO : MGM I 
! .96 ;2.9a ! 4 ! 
I i 1 
1.03 2.94 I 3 
: .d«t 3.05 i S 
I .7y 13.23 I 6 
I > ' 
! .92 2.97 I I 
l.JC 3.00 ' 
S 125 :3d .24 j S 
6 :2a 34 23 
3 |20 43 !25 
TOTAL 349 ;iOO I 2 I 2 22 47 26 I 1 J.94 : .86 • .96 
I 
1 ANKtNY CAMPUS 
2 ECCnE CAMfUS 
3 I 9 4S |3C i 3 |3 CARROLL CAMPUS 
! ' i j I 
J liO 38 123 I 5 14 URBAN CAMPUS 
' i l l  
17 I 50 33 ! 15 TXUSTcES 
228 ,65 I 3 
40 11 1 
1 
33 9| 3 
40 11 1 
2 21 -46 26 ; 2 3.92 .30 * .98 
5 30 50 !ia I 3.83 i .74 • .78 
24 ;39 30 i j 3.97 I .92 +.74 
6 I 2 ! 
3 lia 145 !3S 
•99 
4.13 1 .78 *1.16 
4.00 1 *1.00 
IS 
: I MO . mO" 
:59 MAINTAIN CLIMATE WHERE CCM- i 
^MUNICATICN THRCUGhCUT 0RGANI2A- | 
-" TILNAL STRUCTURE IS CPEN/CANQIO | 
SHOULD BE 
N ! % kO«v t uio , WQH : 
1.0< 2.78 11:9 
1.04 2.71 ! 1 11 
.89 ;2.92 ; 3 
.90 12.97 i 
31 37 ilo 
bs 32 17 
23 50 ;15 5 
i 3 !24 55 1 9 
I 
1.Ù1 2.82 : 3 io !2S 40 il3 
: ! : i i 
.O9 3.17 I il7 50 133 
5 ! TOTAL 
i 5 |1 AWKENY CAMPUS 
5 j2 3CCHÉ CAMPUS 
9 }3 CARROLL CAMPUS 
5 |4 URBAN CAMPUS 
is TRLSTcES 
349 100 1 19 ;42 38 1 4.16 1 
1 la 40 41 ! *.22 ! 
23 40 is 1 3 4.13 I 
2i 45 127 1 3 3.97 j 
2# 40 ;33 i 4.05 ; 
67 33 4.33 : 
.77 *1.38 # 
.76 *1.51 
.76 *1.21 
.88 *1.00 
.77 *1.23 
.47 *1.16 
IS 
«•Un . ' ««O • LOW ; Mis ' wO" > 
-62 MAINTAIN CLIMATE AT COLLEGE 
"«HERE OIFFERcNCeS OF CPIN. CAN 
•bE AIRED CPENLY AND AMICABLY 
SHOULD BE 
.96 2.94 ; 1 5 
.yti 2.8d 1 6 
.91 3.13 13 5 
.83 3.18 : 
.93 2.90 2 5 
.u9 3.17 
I TOTAL 
il ANKENY CAMPUS 
26 44 17 i 7 
30 39 18 i 6 
;13 53 Us I 8 2 SOCNE CAMPUS 
! ' 
! a 
I 
18 55 |18 
25 50 10 
17 50 33 
I 
3 CARROLL CAMPUS 
4 URBAN CAMPUS 
;5 TRUSTEES 
349 100 ' 1 1 22 45 32 1 4.07 .77 • 1.13 
228 : 65 ' ! 1 21 43 33 4.08 .ao *1.20 
40 ! 11 1 15 55 23 3 *.13 .65 *1.00 
33 1 9 i 27 >2 27 3 4.00 .75 * .82 
40 ; 11 ' j 30 40 30 4.00 .77 *1.10 
6 i 2 : 1 83 17 4.17 .37 *1.00 
IS 
' LOW I MCO I —Qw 
-65 MAINTAIN A CLIMATE OF MUTUAL 
"TRUST i RESPECT AMONG STUDENTS, 
•FACULTY, AND ADMINISTRATORS 
SHOULD BE 
N ' i0w ; MCD •«CM ' 
1.01 3.UÔ 15 
l.OZ 3.04 : 6 
; .69 3.38 : 3 : 
; .69 3.24 • 
1.14 2.92 3 10 
! ' ; I 
' .75 3.33 ! 
24 37 25 
25 37 124 
i i I 
15 43 !2e 
16 52 |ld 
30 23 128 
17 33 50 
9 : TCTAL 
a !l ANKENY CAMPUS 
'13 2 BCCNE CAMPUS 
|l2 li CaRAOLL CAMPUS 
I 6 4 uRàAN CAMPUS 
i i 
5 TRUSTEES 
349 100 
! ! 
228 ; 65 ; 
40 : 11 I 
3 3 :  9  ;  
40 11 ; 
6 2 : 
1 11 41 47 I 4.34 
XZ 41 47 : 4.34 
13 43 43 3 4.31 
3 9 33 52 3 4.38 
3 10 43 45 4.30 
67 33 4.33 
.71 *1.26*# 
.70 *1.30 
.69 * .93 
.78 *1.14 
.75 *1.38 
.47 *1.00 
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OESMOINES AREA COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
I I •OOWO*T« I , • '27 
035 11/90 I C3/90 I COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY 
LOW 1 MIO , MOM , 
-AO cWSURE THAT STUDENTS ARE NCT 
TREVENTEC FROM HEAKIMG SPEAKERS 
SHOULD BE 
1 .96 3.06 1 I o lia ^7 21 hi TOTAL 349 100 |4 5 30 i37 22 2 3.7C i.ao .64 
: .91 13.06 1 5 17 50 21 1 6 'l 1 1 ANKENY CAMPUS 228 65 6 29 40 20 I 3.66 l.GO 
* .oO 
, .9o 2.90 3 10 15 53 15 GCChE CAMPUS 
1 
11 M j 38 33 20 3 3.62 .1.20 •¥ .72 
jl.l6 3.24 ; 9 15 33 27 
' 
15 b CARROLL CAMPUS 33 9 i3 6 i27 27 30 6 3.31 !i.06 > .57 
i 1 
:l.u2 3.13 3 ! 3 128 33 125 |io L 
1 
URBAN CAMPUS 1 40 
1 
11 ! 5 30 135 i30 13.90 i .89 .77 
: .69 3.17 i !I7 50 133 ! is TRUSTEES ! 6 2 i Ï50 17 33 3.83 ! .90 * .66 
IS ENSURE FREECOW Of STUi3TS/FAC SHOULD BE 
8%wmoM ; t: T -«> . ' lU CrtOUifc unN Llht biYLfci-LlV-t":-t-lNG ARRANGEMENTS .PERS. APPEAR. N % -0«r Î 1 • ^ ' ma •. ^ 
i.Ji 3.28 1 4 16 41 25 ;13 j TOTAL 349 Loo 5 13 i30 31 21 1 !3.4Q 1.11 i 1 
• .21 
1.CU 3.28 4 116 43 
1 
25 13 1 ANKENY CAMPUS 228 65 à 15 28 131 21 3.47 il.li • • 19 
.39 13.33 3 
! 
3 |10 46 23 40 2 BOONE CAMPUS 40 11 3 5 M 28 23 3 3.64 1 .97 
: 
» .31 
.99 3.48 3 36 |l5 L CARROLL CAMPUS 33 9 «• 9 27 39 il5 1 i , 3 b.so |1.S6 * .02 
I.lt) 
! 
3.13 3 8 25 123 23 |l3 14 URBAN CAMPUS 40 11 S 
! 1 ' 
13 25 28 23 3.50 ;i.l8 1 ; 
.37 
.37 2.33 17 B3 i |5 TRUSTEES à 2 1 83 |l7 1 3.17 : .37 • .34 
IS 
-if' Si 
-73 PLACE NO RESTRICTIONS ON OFF 
XAJ4PUS PCHTXCAL ACTIVITIES BY 
FACULTY OR STUDENTS 
SHOULD BE 
N ; % kOW MCO , wC* • 
1.1^ 3.13 
l.U 3.12 
1.16 3.21 
1.42 3.13 
1.13 2.97 
.75 3.33 
2 11 
1 10 
: j 13 
I " 
' è 13 
IS 35 
:i6 36 
I a 3d 
I : 
:ia iz 
I : 
13 43 
n 33 
27 11 
27 iC 
23 !I3 
bo 121 
i  i  
iS 10 
50 ' 
I TOTAL 
1 ANKENY CAMPUS 
12 aCONE CAMPUS 
3 CARROLL CAMPUS 
4 URdAN CAMPUS 
•5 TRUSTEES 
349 100 I 9 
I ; 
228 I 65 : 8 
40 I 11 I S 
33 ! 9 13 
40 11 13 
. : 
26 27 22 ; 2 3, 
26 23 22 ; 1 3. 
30 iZS 25 3 3. 
15 27 21 j 3 3. 
30 18 25 ' S 3. 
33 50 17 : 3. 
41 1.23 • 
41 1.22 • 
54 1.15 • 
22 1.39 » 
34 ll.32 • 
,33 i .69 » 
.28 
.29 
.33 
.24 
.37 
.50 
IS 
-76 PKOTtCT THE R HT CF FACULTY 
IHEMOERS TO PkEScNT UNPOPULAR OR 
"LLhTROVcRSlAl IDEAS IN CLASSRM 
SHOULD BE 
N % 
: .89 3.20 
i .90 3.16 
I .72 3.31 
1.Ù2 3.15 
j .39 3.36 
i .t.9 3.17 
12 |»9 
; i I 
28 i 6 
6 
3 3 
11 50 
|l0 53 
15 48 
13 38 
17 bo 
27 
Lo 
I TOTAL 
1 ANKENY CAMPUS 
k dCONE CAMPUS 
18 ^2 L CARROLL CAMPUS 
4 onSAN CAMPUS 
5 TkUSTEkS 
US : 3 
33 
349 100 ; 3 
228 i 65 ! 3 
40 j II I 
33 i 9 I 6 
40 : 11 ; 
6 l  2 l  
28 40 22 2 3. 
28 39 21 ; 2 3 
20 45 23 : S 3 
33 27 21 ; 3 3 
28 43 2S 3 
17 67 17 4 
,73 I .96 * 
• 70 I .93 » 
I ; 
.87 I .36 » 
I 
.50 1.12 » 
.95 ! .80 • 
.CO : .58 * 
.53 
.54 
.56 
.35 
.59 
.83 
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TMSdnTLct aoFA rrMwiiNiTv rill PCP 23 
035 ii/qo oa/sc CGMMUNITY COLLEGE COALS INVENTORY 
*7 ScT STUONT TUITICN/FEES AT A L. SHOULD BE 
, > . i .i, LEVEL SO NO OJiE IS ÛENIEÙ ATTEN | 
; f -y i-y i-y CAWCc ÔECAOSE Cf FINANCIAL NEcD i N ! % j I iwt ' MW : -O" 
94 3.45 I I i 1114 136 134 |13 
I 
.96 J.59 1 2 10 3o 32 113 
TOTAL 
ANKtNt CAMPUS 
349 jlOO I I 4 13 I34 |4S j 1 4.26 ! .65 * .31 
228 1 65 I 5 14 33 47 ! 4.21 : .90 • .52 
• .73 3.26 ; 5 : 15 45 ;30 ! 5 }2 SOCNE CAMPUS j 40: 11 j 3 |l5 43 >0 ; 4.20 .73 • .94 
i • 1 i 
1 .93 !j.94 1 3 1 1 6 27 jao 33 13 CARROLL CAMPUS 1 33 1 9 i 118 18 161 1 1 } 1 ; 3 4.44 .79 • .50 
1 .03 3.58 : 3 ! 5 ;35 |48 110 14 URBAN CAMPUS ! 40 i 111 
i i i 
! 3 '43 ;53 1 
I I I  3 4.51 .55 
* .93 
' .76 3.50 : 17 17 167 : '5 TRUSTEES I 6 i 2 i 133 :50 17 i ;3.a3 .69 • .33 
IS 
kC : HCO i -«H i 
-70 OFrc* PRCCRAMS AT CFP-CAXPUS 
"LOCATIONS & AT TIMeS THAT AC- i 
• COMMUCATE ACULTS Ih COMMUNITY i 
SHOULD BE 
N % 
'^1 T iT 
.97 3.62 
.97 3.64 
1.00 3.36 
1.10 13.61 
.73 3.70 
.37 4.17 
13 
! 1 i 3 
I ; 6 
I I 
7 34 136 !19 I TOTAL 
i I 
21 II ANKENY CAMPUS 
i ! 
15 2 8UCNE CAMPUS 
124 13 CARROLL CAMPUS 
7 34 ;35 
a i4a 123 
6 33 {30 
S 28 iS3 
: :a3 
4 UIBAN CAMPUS 
5 TRUSTEES 
349 
223 
40 
33 
100 
65 
11 
9 
40 i 11 
6 2 
3 17 44 34 1 4.05 
4 17 41 |35 j 4.02 j I 1 1 : 
18 55 23 I 3 4wOa 
j i i I ! 
3 :ia 36 36 1 3 i4.03 
1 ; I i 
3 13 48 33 ; 3 4.13 
67 33 4.33 
.39 • 
.95 • 
.66 * 
.98 •»• 
.76 -» 
.47 • 
,43 
.38 
.72 
.42 
.43 
.16 
IS 
-74 RECRUIT STUC.NIS «MC, IN THE SHOULD BE 
; -c- T2T kô. tito "QM T ^ X 
' *>AST WERE OENIcD HAVENÛT VALUED : 
-TOR 010 NOT SUCCEED IN FORMAL EO : N % : Jo •« : S ««- stsis 
1.&, 2.91 3 y 24 40 17 a : TOTAL 349 'lao 6 lis 25 Lj3 19 3 3.45 1.15 * .54 
il.ù4 2.89 2 a 25 41 14 8 il ANKcNY CAMPUS 228 65 7 17 26 29 19 2 a.37 1.16 • .48 
;i.ic 2.97 3 10 20 40 ;ia 10 ;2 aOONE CAMPUS 40 11 10 5 25 40 18 3 3.51 1.15 • .54 
1.29 2.97 15 24 24 21 15 :3 CMRKCLL CAMPUS 33 9 3 ;ia 15 42 18 3 3.56 1.G9 • .59 
.73 2.95 8 3 20 50 20 UR3AM CAMPUS 40 11 a 23 38 20 10 3.78 .89 • .83 
i .90 3.17 '33 17 IsO :5 TRUSTEES ! 6 2 17 33 33 17 3.50 .it, .33 
IS 
; kO. • Mto ; -o. I J 
-77 MAINTAIN A POLICY OF ESSEN-
-TIALLY CPEh ACMISSION i OEVELCP 
'iUCRTHnnlLE PROGS. FCR ALL ACMIT 
SHOULD BE 
N % : kO# wco ""CM STMOMO saem'tfc 
: .97 3.50 
1.03 3.50 
' .36 a.5o 
.o7 3.70 
.75 3.30 
.7a 3.50 
1 2 12 36 32 
1 ; 3 13 33 30 
S : 6 43 28 
; : i 
12 21 52 
13 SO 33 
17 17 67 
16 
I" 
jl8 
|is 
• 5 
TOTAL 
11 AhKENY CAhPUS 
12 aOCNE CAMPUS 
b CmRRCLL CAMPUS 
4 UKhAN CAMPUS 
5 TRUSTEES 
349 100 
228 ; 65 
40 ! 11 
33 9 
40 11 
6 i 2 
,10 
M 
M 
i 9 
13 
i7 
23 40 22 2 3.69 1.C3 » .19 
22 37 24 1 3.66 1.08 * .16 
28 45 18 3 3.72 i .90 • .14 
13 42 27 3 3.91 : .91 • .21 
23 48 18 3 3.72 ; .93 * .42 
17 67 3.50 : .76 
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Institutional Goals Invantoty 
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APPENDIX G. 
STAFF REASSIGNMENT AND REPORTING 
Memorandum 
Des Moir^^ea Communia- College 
5, 1990 DATE: Ju 
FROM: 
DMACC Staff 
' •  /  orgen -j President 
nt and Reporting 
To better utilize the skills of existing staff and promote from within where 
advantageous, I am making the reassignments and reporting changes listed below 
effective July I, 1990: 
Current Position New Position Reports To 
Carroll Bennett Dean, Bus. & Mgmt. 
Gene Boldt Mgr., Human Resources 
Fred Gilbert Dean, Urban Campus 
Don Kerr 
Kim Linduska 
Tom Nelson 
Curt Vandivier 
Don Zuck 
Dean, Eve. & Weekend 
Dir., Devel. & Special 
Needs Programs 
Acting V.P., Ankeny 
Executive Dean 
V.P., Bus. Services 
Dean, Eve. & Weekend 
Same 
Exec. Dir., 
Dist. Admin. 
Asst. to Pres. 
Exec. Dir., 
Academic Achiev. 
Dean, Bus. & Mgmt. 
V.P., Ankeny 
V.P. , Operations 
V.P., Comm. Ed. 
President 
President 
President 
V.P., Comm. Ed. 
V.P., Ankeny 
President 
President 
The above staff have positively demonstrated their abilities over the past years 
of service to DMACC and I am confident their skills in the new positions will 
enhance the efficiency of this college. 
Also, some of the district offices will be moved to Building 20 about August 1, 
1990. Those offices included in the move are: President; Vice President, 
Operations; Assistant to the President; Executive Director, District 
Administration; Vice President, Institutional Relations; Vice President, 
Development Services; Vice President, Business Services. 
Administrators will be discussing these changes with their departments in the next 
few days. 
Should further information be needed, please address your questions to your 
respective administrator/supervisor. 
Enclosure: new organization chart 
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Figure 3. Profile chart for total group 
Copyright @ 1979 by Educational Testing Service. All rights reserved. 
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Preparation 
Community Services 
Social Crindsm 
Counseling and 
Advising 
Student Services -4-
Faculty/Staff 
Development 
Imeltectual 
Environment 
Itmovation 
College Commuiuty 
Freedom 
Accessibility 
Effective Management -}-
Accountability -r-
I I I I 
of 
low 
impcrtanca 
IJS 2 
1 1 1 1  
I I I 1 I 1 I 
m-
of 
medium 
importance 
2.S 3 
1 1 1 1  
1 1 1 1  
* 
I I I !  
I I I 
of 
hi^ 
importance 
3.5 4 
I I 1 I 
of 
extremdy 
high 
importano 
4.5 
*-
-f >• 
/-
_L_L_L 
Xr 
' I I '  
I I I 
Figure 4. Profile chart for mean discrepancies 
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PROFILE cr>p Ankeny Campus 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY PROFILE CHART 
of no of 
importance/ of of of extremdy 
not low médium hitli lu|li 
applicable importance importance importance importance 
I 2 iS 3 3.5 4 4.5 5 
r 
General Education 
Intellectual 
Orientation 
Lifdong Learning 
Cultural/Aesthetic 
Awareness 
Personal Oevdopment 
Humanism/Altruism 
Vocational/Technical 
Preparation 
Oevdopment/ Remedial 
Preparation 
Community Services 
Social Criticism 
Counsdingand 
Advising 
Student Services 
Faculty/Staff 
Development 
Intellectual 
Environment 
Innovation 
College Community 
Freedom 
Accessibility 
Effective Management 
Accountability 
Figure 5. Profile chart for Ankeny campus 
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Should be 
PROFILE POP Boone campus 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY PROFILE CHART 
of no 
tmportince/ 
not 
applicable 
General Education 4-
tmeilectual 
Orientation 
Lifelong Learning 
Cultural/Aesthetic 
Awareness 
Personal Development — 
Humanism/Altruism + 
Vocational/Technical 
Preparation 
Development/Remedial 
Preparation 
Community Services 
Social Criticism 
Counseling and 
Advising 
Student Services — 
Faculty/Staff 
Development 
Imdleaual 
Environment 
Innovation 
College Community 
Freedom 
Accessibility 
Effective Management 
Accountability 
of 
extremely 
high 
importance 
medium 
I I I  
Figure"6. Profile chart for Boone campus 
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PROFILE PHP Carroll campus 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY PROHLE CHART 
importance/ 
appucabli 
extren 
hii 
import 
General Education -|— 
Intellectuai 
Orientation 
Lifelong Learning - -
Cultural/Aesthetic __ 
Awareness 
Personal Development -U 
Humanism/Altruism -t-
Vocational/Technical 
Preparation 
Development/Remedial I 
Preparation 
Community Services 
Social Criticism 
Counseling and 
Advising 
Student Services -L. 
Faculty/Staff 
Development 
ludlectual 
Environment 
Innovation 
College Community 
Freedom 
Accessibility 
Effective Management -f-
Accountability 
Figure-7. Profile chart for Carroll campus 
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Is 
Should be 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY PROFILE CHART 
of so 
importance/ 
not 
applicable 
I 
of 
low 
importance 
of 
medium 
importance 
of 
high 
importance 
a  
extre; 
high 
importance 
2J 3^  4.5 
i I 1 I 
General Education — 
Imeilectuai 
Orientation j 
Lifelong Learning 
Cultural/ Aesthetic 
Awareness 
Personal Development 
Humanism/ Altruism 
Vocational/Technicai 
Preparation | 
Development/ Remedial I 
Preparation j 
Community Services 
Social Criddsai 
Counseling and 
Advising 
Student Services -4-
Factilty/Staff 
Development 
Inteiiectual 
Environment 
Innovation 
College Community 
Freedom 
Accessibility 
Effecave Management 
Accountability 
t 1 i t t  1  I  i  1  1  I  I  t i l l  I  I  1  I  t i l t  
( 1 , 1  I  r  ' . I  I T ' !  f  t  t  t  <  t  t  '  
Figure 8. Profile chart for Urban campus 
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PROFILE FOR. Faculty 
Is 
Should be 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY PROFILE CHART 
of no 
importance/ 
not 
apptiable 
General Education -r~ 
tmeilectual 
Orientation 
Lifdong Learning 
Cultural/Aesthetic 
Awareness 
Personal Devdopment — 
Humanism/Altruism -1-
Vocational/Technical 
Preparation 
Devdopment/Remedial I 
Preparation 
Community Services 
Social Criticism 
Counsding and 
Advising 
Student Services -1— 
Factilty/Suff 
Development 
Intdlectual 
Environment 
Innovation 
College Community 
Freedom 
Accessibility 
Effective Management -f-
Accountability 
extren 
hig 
import 
medium 
Figure 9. Profile chart for faculty 
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PROFILE POP Students 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY PROFILE CHART 
of no 
importance/ 
not 
applicable 
General Education -|— 
Inteiiectual 
Orientation 
Lifelong Learning -f-
Cukural/Aesthetic 
Awareness 
Personal Development — 
Humanism/Altruism -L. 
Vocational/Technical 
Preparation 
Development/Remedial I 
Preparation 
Community Services 
Social Criticism 
Counseling and 
Advising 
Student Services 
Faculty/Staff 
Development 
Inidlecttial 
Environment 
Itmovation 
College Community 
Freedom 
Accessibility 
Effective Management -{-
Accountability 
of 
high 
importance 
of 
extremely 
high 
importance 
medium 
itnportinc# 
Figure 10. Profile chart for students 
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215 Is Should be 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY PROHLE CHART 
of no 
impoRanca/ 
not 
applicablt 
en 
< 
u 
< 
i 
u 
c 
General Education -j-
latdlectual 
Orientation 
Lifelong Learning -|-
Cuitural/Aesthetic 
Awareness 
Personal Development — 
Humanism/Altruism -i-
Vocational/Technicai 
Preparation 
Development/ Remedial 
Preparation 
Community Services 
Social Criticism 
Counseling and 
Advising 
Student Services 
Faculty/Staff 
Development 
Imdlectual 
Environment 
Innovation 
College Community 
Freedom 
Accessibility 
Effective Management -\-
Accounubillty 
of 
extremely 
high 
importance 
of 
medium 
importaact mtportano 
Figure 11. Profile chart for administrators 
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PROFILE PDB Trustees 
coMMUNrry COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY PROHLE CHART 
of no 
importuict/ 
not 
appUcablt 
extremely 
hifh 
importance 
low 
importance 
medium 
importance 
hifh 
importance 
2.5 4.5 
General Education 
Intellectual 
Orientation 
Lifdong Learning 
Cultural/Aesthetic 
Awareness 
Personal Development 
Humanism/Altruism 
Vocational/Technical 
Preparation 
Development/ Remedial 
Preparation 
Community Services 
Social Criticism 
Counseling and 
Advising 
Student Services 
Faculty/Staff 
Development 
Imeilectual 
Environment 
Innovation 
College Community 
Freedom 
Accessibility 
Effective Management 
Accountability 
Figure 12. Profile chart for trustees 
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Is 
Should be 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY PROFILE CHART 
cn 
< 
C 
ui 
2 
< 
% 
of no 
impoRinci/ 
not 
applicabit 
General Education -|— 
Intellectual 
Orientation 
Lifelong Learning - -
Cultural/Aesthetic _ _ 
Awareness 
Personal Development - -
Humanism/Altruism -4-
Vocational/Technical 
Preparation 
Development/Remedial i 
Preparation 
Community Services 
Social Criticism 
Counseling and 
Advising 
Student Services -L 
Faculty/Scaff 
Development 
Inteliectuai 
Environment 
Innovation 
College Community 
Freedom 
Accessibility 
Effective Management 
Accountability - -
of 
high 
importanct 
of 
extremely 
high 
importance 
medium 
Figure 13. Profile chart for Ankeny faculty 
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Is 
Should be 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY PROFILE CHART 
of no 
importance/ 
not 
applicable 
of 
extremely 
hich 
importance 
91 
< 
2 
< 
% 
General Education 4-
Intellectual 
Orientation 
Ufdong Learning 
Cultural/Aesthetic 
Awareness 
Personal Development 
Humanism/Altruism -I— 
Vocational/Technical 
Preparation 
Development/ Remedial 
Preparation 
Community Services 
^ Social Criticism 
Counsding and 
Advising 
Student Services — 
Faculty/Staff 
Devdopment 
Intdlectuai 
Environment 
Innovation 
College Community 
Freedom 
Accessibility 
Effective Management — -
Accountability - -
medium 
Figure 14. Profile chart for Boone faculty 
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PROFILE FOP Carroll faculty 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY PROFILE CHART 
of no 
importance/ 
not 
applicable 
extren 
his 
import 
General Education -t-
Imellectual 
Orienution 
Ltfeioni Learning 
Cutturai/Aesthetic 
Awareness 
Personal Development — 
Humanism/Altruism + 
Vocational/Technical 
Preparation 
Development/Remedial I 
Preparation 
Community Services 
Social Criticism 
Counseling and 
Advising 
Student Services 4-
Faculty/Staff 
Development 
Intellectual 
Environment 
Innovation 
College Community 
Freedom 
Accessibility 
Effective Management 
Accountability 
Figure 15. Profile chart for Carroll faculty 
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PROFILE POP Urban faculty 
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Is 
Should be 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY PRORLE CHART 
of no 
impoRancs/ 
not 
applicable 
I 1.5 
M i l  
of 
extremely 
high 
importance 
General Education -f-
fmeileaual 
Orientation 
Lifelong Learning -(-
Cultural/Aesthetic 
Awareness 
Personal Development - -
Humanism/Altruism -i— 
Vocational/Technical 
Preparation 
Development/Remedial I 
Preparation 
Community Services 
Social Criticism 
Counseling and 
Advising 
Student Services -i-
Faculty/Staff 
Development 
Intellectual 
Environment 
Innovation 
College Community 
Freedom 
Accessibility 
Effective Management -f-
Accountability 
medium 
Figure 16. Profile chart for Urban faculty 
Copyright © 1979 by Educational Testing Service. All rights reserved. 
221 Is Should be 
PROFILE FOP Ankenv "students 
COMMUNiry COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY PROFILE CHART 
of no 
impoRancs/ 
not 
applicable 
I 
of 
low 
tmpoixance 
2 2J 
of 
medium 
importance 
3 
of 
high 
importance 
of 
extremely 
hisn 
importance 
3^ 4.5 
l i l t  
General Education — 
(mellectual 
Orientation 
Lifelong Learning I 
Cultural/ Aesthetic _L 
Awareness 
Personal Development - -
Humanism/Altruism 
Vocational/Technical I 
Preparation i 
Development/Remedial I 
Preparation 
Community Services — 
Social Critidsm 
Counseling and 
Advising 
Student Services — 
Faculty/Staff I 
Development i 
Intelleetuai I 
Environment 
laaovaaoa 
College Commutnty — 
Freedom — 
Accessibility - -
Effeeàve Management — 
Accountability — 
I  I  I  I  I  ;  t  t i l l  I  I  t  I  I  I  I  '  I  
I I I I I I I I 
Figure 17. Profile chart for Ankeny students 
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PROFILEgnp Boone students 
Is 
Should be 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY PROFILE CHART 
of no 
importance/ 
not 
applicable 
I 
of 
low 
importance 
IJ ZS 
of 
medium 
importance 
3 
of 
high 
importance 
3.5 4.5 
General Education — 
Imellecnjal 
Orientation 
Lifelong Learning — 
Cultural/Aesthetic __ 
Awareness I 
Personal Development — 
Humanism/Altruism — 
Vocational/Technical I 
Preparation 
Development/ Remedial 
Preparation j 
Community Services 
Social Criticism 
Counseling and ^ 
Advising I 
Student Services — 
Faculty/Staff 
Development 
Intellectual 
Environment 
Innovation 
College Community 
Freedom 
Accsssifaility 
Effecsve Management 
I Accountability — 
I < r I I t I r I 
of 
extremely 
high 
importance 
I I I I 
Figure." 18. Profile chart for Boone students 
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PROFILE FOR. Carroll students 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY PRORLE CHART 
of no 
importance/ 
not 
applicable 
1 IJ 
I I I I 
General Education -L» 
Imeileetuai 
Orientation 
Ufeiong Learning - -
Cultural/Aesthetic __ 
Awareness 
Personal Development - — 
Humanism/Altruism -f-
Vocational/Technicai 
Preparation 
Development/Remedial __ 
Pre^ration 
Community Services 
Social Criticism 
Counseling and 
Advising 
Student Services -i— 
Faculty/Staff 
Development 
Intellectual 
Environment 
Innovation 
College Community -f-
Freedom 
Accessibility 
Effective Management -4— 
Accountability - -
medium 
of 
extremely 
high 
importance 
. .. Figure 19. Profile chart for Carroll students 
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Is 
Should be 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY PROHLE CHART 
of no 
importance/ 
sot 
applicable 
1 
of 
low 
importance 
1^ ZS 
of 
medium 
importance 
3 3^ 
of 
hi^ 
importance 
4 4.5 
of 
extremeiy 
high 
importance 
General Education — 
Inteilectuai 
Orientation I 
Lifelong Learning —— 
Cultural/ Aesthetic _L 
Awareness 
Personal Development - — 
Humanism/Altruism 
Vocational/Technical I 
Preparation 
Development/Remedial __ 
Preparation 
Community Services 
Social Criticism 
Caunseling and 
Advising I 
Student Services — 
Faculty/Staff 
Development 
Inteileetuai 
Environment 
Innovation 
College Community 
Freedom 
Accessibility 
Effecâve Management 
Accountability — 
t i l l  I I ! I t I I • I 
I I I I 
I I I I I 1 I ' ' 
I I I I 
Figure 20. Profile chart for Urban students 
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